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This I ſay ; not that I believe it unlawful or unſafe for any 
; Wiſe man to extend his own Creed to any thing that may cer- 
tainly follow from any one of the articles which he believes ; 
but I ſay, that no ſuch deduction is fit to be preſſed on 
others as an article of faith : and that every deduQtion that 
is ſo made, unleſs it be ſuch a thing as is at firſt evident to 
all, is but ſufficient to make a human faith, nor can it a- 
mount to a divine ; much leſs can it be obligatory to bind a 
perſon of a different perſuaſion to ſubſcribe, under pain of 
loſing bis faith, or being a heretic. For it is a demonſtra- 
tion, that nothing can be neceſſary to be believed, under 
pain of damnation, but ſuch propoſitions of which it is 
certain that God hath ſpoken and taught them to us, and of 
which it is certain that hit is the ſenſe and purpoſe, For 
if the ſenſe be uncertain, we can no more be obliged to be- 
lieve it in a certain ſenſe, than we are obliged to believe it 
at all, if it were not certain that God delivered it. But if 
it be only certain that God /pake it, and not certain to what 
eee, our FAITH is to be as indeterminate as its SENSE, 
Dr. Jer. Tarrox, Lib. of Proph. ii. $. 34. 
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HE following Letters, to Mr. Fawcett"s correſpondent, were 

drawn up on the ſuppoſition that he himſelf intended making 

no reply, and under an apprehenſion that ſome remarks were of 

importance to that writer's character, as well as his cauſe; 

and that thoſe of an impartial By-ſtander might be attended 

with ſome peculiar advantage. When it was found: that be 

was about to publiſh an Appendix, the author of theſe papers 

thought of ſuppreſſing them. But ſome judicious perſons who 

had peruſed them adviſed the contrary, and particularly ſome 

friends of Mr. Fawcett, in the neighbourhood where he began 

* his miniſtry; who were of opinion that his work, ſo far F cory 

| \ ſuperſeding this, afforded an additional reaſon for its publica- 
” tion; he | Seng: attempted only a general defence of himſelf and 

fon againſt ſome injurious reflections caſt upon both, by the author 

of the Letter, without entering into any thing therein advanced 

againſt the extenſive catholiciſm for which he had before pleaded. 

his circumſtance, it is known, ſome have confidered as a tacit 

BS + acknowledgement that the Letter <vas unanſwerable : though 
vo others think, with Mr. F. that it demanded no particular wh, 
| as it is not properly an anſwer to his former work. The author 

- of theſe Letters is of the ſame opinion. Nevertheleſs, he could 

not but think, as ſeme others do, that if no reply were made, it 

ewould prove injurious to the cauſe of Moderation, among thoſe 


avho are not well affected towards it a cauſe which he appre- 
4 hends has greatly juffered for want of a becoming zeal in thoſe 
. ab profeſs it, and perhaps by treating with too much 'contempt 


the arguments commonly urged againſt it; which, however 
trifling in themſelves, are looked upon as important and unanſ- 
wwerable by many truly ſerious chriſtians, and even by ſome perſons 
of conſiderable knowledge and learning, for want of having 
thought and read freely on the ſubject, and maintained a freedom 
of intercourſe with thoſe of different ſentiments. — The writer 
of theſe Letters embraced the preſent at a fit opportunity for of - 
fering to the confideration of ſuch perſons, ſome things which 
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have often occurred to him as 'of great importance for removing ! 
their prejudices, and for promoting that Catholiciſm which he 
1 | cannot but confider as of great importance to the honour and in- 


tereft of Chriſtianity. 
Many will doubrleſs be curious to know the author. If he 
* d#hauught it e any conſequence to the cauſe, he would readily 
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iv PEN A CE. 
gratify them; being neither aſhamed of what he has auritten, 
nor, with regard to himſelf, afraid of the conſequences. But 


He has his reaſons, as the gentleman had to what he Writes, for 


being at preſent anonymous. The following atcaunt of himſelf, 
however, he thinks it of ſome importance to give, ——He is 
neither Arian, Socinian, vor Sabellian. He is by no means 
partial to thoſe who are fo denominated, nor does he admire the 
ftrain of - preaching which is common to them, but gives the pre- 


ference to thoſe whe approach the neareſt to our old Puritanical 


divines. His principal connexions are with fuch, and he deſires 
to preſerve them: at the ſame time that he thinks their, charity 
too much; confined, and wiſhes to ſpew them that they are miſtaken 
in ſuppoſing that the doctrinal ſentiments of others are funda- 
mentally erroneous, either with reſpect to the object of worſhip, 
or the method of acceptance. He thinks the ſtrongeſt objections to 
them are of a very different nature : that thoſe cbjections, hows 
ever, are not peculiar to them, and are far from being univer- 
fal; that both parties, if they were properly diſpoſed, might com- 
promiſe the differences which there are between them, and unite 
in promoting the common cauſe ; but that even without ſuch union, 
they are both uſeful in their different ways, and among the dif- 
ferent perſons with whom they are connected. | 

The author will only add, that though he is not a ftranger to 
Mr. Fawcett, he believes that gentleman is, to this hour, un- 
acquainted with the preſent deſign, which was undertaken, not 
fo much from any partiality to him, as to the cauſe in which he 
bas embarked. | 


N. B. The references to Mr. Fawcett's work are always to 
the 2d Edit. as thoſe of his opponent ought to have been, 
the firſt having never been publiſhed. —T he paſſages marked 
with ** inverted commas” without any wag are ge- 
nerally the words uſed by the author of the Letter, or n 
frons to them, It is earneſtly wiſhed that all who read this 
publication would carefully compare it with that to which 
it is an anſwer. * 
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The AuTwuor of a LETTER 


11 


The Rev. B. F a WSET r, M. A. 


LETTER I. 
Wee, 


Have read your Letter to the Rev. Mr. 
' Fawcett, with ſome attention :” 1 preſume 


not leſs than you have beſtowed on his. * Had it 


*« correſponded with ” what might have been ex- 
pected, after three years filence, © it would have 


given me pleaſure,” even though I had not 


been fully convinced by it. A maſterly and li- 
beral examination of the author's arguments, in 
favour of that extenſive catholiciſm for which he 
pleads, would have been commendable in any one 
Who was not ſatisfied with them, and would by no 
means have offended the author himſelf. But, 
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2 Chriſtian Catholiciſm defended. 


in my apprehenſion,” and that of many more, 


your Letter is far from anſwering to this deſcrip- 


tion. On the contrary, its only © tendency is to 
** repreſent, in an unfavourable light, thoſe who 
„ profeſs” and plead for Charity; and to injure the 
character of the author, among thoſe who have 


been uſed to eſteem him as an orthodox and uſe- 


ful miniſter of Jeſus Chriſt : as if he had not only 
become indifferent, but had commenced a violent 
enemy, to the religious principles which he once 
maintained, and which you conſider as the peculiar 


glories of the goſpel. 


In order to theſe ends, you introduce a variety 
of matter entirely foreign to the ſubje& of debate, 


and warmly maintain what he never denied, or 


even hinted a doubt of; while the principal ſubject 


of his Refſeions is paſſed over in total ſilence, 
This, Sir, by attentive and judicious readers, 
might naturally be conſtrued as a tacit confeſſion 
that the work is unanſwerable. A reply, therefore, 
has been thought by many to be utterly unne- 
ceſſary. Others, however, are of opinion, that 
ſince there are thoſe who cry up your Letter as a 
compleat anſwer to the Candid Refieions (which is 
more eſpecially the caſe with ſuch as have never 


read them, and of others who had read, but in ſo 


long a time had forgotten them, and would not be 
at the pains to compare both together) it might 
not be inexpedient to make a few remarks on your 
performance, with a view to ſhew wherein it fails 


of being a ſatisfactory anſwer to the Tract againſt 
which it is written, but principally in order to the 


fuller 
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fuller illuſtration of the important ſubject of the 
debate. This, Sir, is the deſign of your preſent 
correſpondent. I ſhall give you my remarks as 
they firſt occurred, in reading your Letter, as 
much in your own order as a tolerable regard to 
method will allow. - | 
I begin with your cenſure of Mr. F. (p. 1.) for 

the ule of the term Unitarians, as © inſinuating 
% that the Trinitarians believe a plurality of 
„Gods.“ The ſame remark has often been made, 
but without any juſt foundation. If one ſet of men 
chuſe the name of Trinitarians to expreſs their be- 
lief of three perſons in the Godhead, ſutely their 
opponents may without offence be called, ahd call 
themſelves, Unitarians, to denote theif belief of 
but one. I know no other term which can fo pro- 
perly be applied to the feveral denominations of 
them as this. If you had read with due * attention,” 
you would have obſerved that Mr. F. is very explicit 
in his definition of the term, (Cand. Refi. p. 62.) 
and conſequently would have ſpared this remark. 
Another general cenſure occurs ih the ſame page, 
which you frequently repeat: viz. © That the 
© Trinitarians appear to be the objects of his cen- 
&« ſures, while the different ſpecies of Unitarians are 
© of his candour.” If this be fact, the author 
deſerves reproof, A man that pleads the cauſe of 
candour, ought to be impartial in the expreſſions 
of it. I will notice particular inſtances, in which 
the author is charged with the want of it, as they 
occur, and will here only make a general obſerva- 
| B 2 tion, 


4 Chriſtian Catholiciſm de efended. 
tion, which may ſerve to blunt the edge of the 
accuſation. 
From the very nature of the undertaking, Mr. 
F. was led to cenſure the Trimtarians more than 
the Unitarians, becauſe it was his deſign to ſhew,— 
that the differences which there are among chriſti- 
ans, with reſpect to the Trinity, are not of ſuch a 
nature as to juſtify a ſeparation from communion z 
but that, notwithſtanding theſe, they ought to re- 
ceive one another as brethren. If this - be true, 
it neceſſarily follows—rhat they who cenſure others 
as fundamentally erroneous, merely becanſe they 
differ from them in this article of faith, and refuſe 
to hold communion with them, ſolely on that 
account, are chargeable with a great defect of can- 
dour, and, ſo far, of a chriſtian ſpirit. Now if 
there be any one party of chriſtians to whom this 
character eminently belongs, they bring the charge 
upon themſelves, and the author eannot be juſtly 
accuſed of partially | in fixing it there. Who they 
are, let the impartial reader lay, I wiſh, Sir, 
your pamphlet had not ſo ſtrongly marked them. 
Every one knows, who knows any thing of the re- 
ligious world, that thoſe in general who call them- 
ſelves orthodex, repreſent thoſe whom they ſtile 
heterodox, in regard to the Trinity, as being in a 
daunmable error, and unfit to be acknowledged as 
miniſters or as chriſtians. You pretend not to 
deny this; on the contrary, you evidently diſcover 
that this is your own ſentiment, (though you do not 
directly avow it), in various parts of your Letter, 
which 1 ſhall have occaſion hereafter to notice. 
3 But 
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But where are they among the Unitarians, of any 
claſs, whoſe charity is thus confined ? Is the author 
partial in not charging them with a crime of which 
you yourſelf do not accuſe them ? 

Page 2. You produce an. inſtance of his ſup- 
poſed partiality, viz. In blaming his Trinitarian 
e brethren for uſing ſome terms and phraſes, be- 
« cauſe they are not ſcriptural, particularly the 
* words Trinity and Perſon ; while unſcriptural ex- 
« preſſions uſed by Unitarians ſeem to meet with 
* no diſapprobation,” and refer to the ſpecimen 
he has given of their creeds. I have carefully 
examined this part of his work, but cannot diſ- 
cover any foundation for this cenſure, I do not 
find that Mr. F. objects to the uſe of human 
words, in any party, to explain ſcripture, or to 
convey their ideas of any ſcripture-doctrine; and, 
therefore, your remark (p. 3.) concerning the uſe- 
leſſneſs of the miniſterial office,” upon his plan, 
is „ wholly ſuperſeded.” What he chiefly objects 
to 1s, the uſe of human words to explain what is 
confeſſedly inexplicable; and particularly, words and 
phraſes which are /bemſelves unintelligible ; and a- 
bove all, the impo/ition of theſe as the teſts of a 
man's ſoundneſs in the faith. And his cenſure, fo 
far as there 1s ground for it, he evidently means 
to apply to all parties, Having with great fairneſs 
ſtated the ſentiments of different writers, in their 
own words, he proceeds (p. 33.) to make his Re- 
flections upon them with great impartiality, ob- 
jecting to the language of Unitarians as well as 
Trinitarians, where he thought it exceptionable, 

B 3 and 
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and particularly to that of Dr, Clark, (p. 38.) 
which I ſhall have occaſion to recur to hereafter, 

I wiſh, Sir, that you had diſcovered equal can- 
dqur, with reſpe& to thoſe who «ſe ſcripture ex- 
Preſſions. You expreſs © your fears, that many of 
late affect to uſe them with a deſign to conceal 
their ſentiments, and deceive their hearers.“ 
Pray, Sir, what is the ground of theſe your fears? 
Either theſe perſons do, by this artifice, conceal 
theip ſentiments, or they do not. If they do ne, 
your conjecture reſpecting their motive is a very 
improbable one, as the means is ſo inadequate to 
the end. If they do, how came you to know them? 
Or do you ſuppoſe that they who adopt ſcripture- 
language are for that reaſon alone to be ſuſpected of 
hereſy? This indeed, I believe, is a common 
ground of ſuſpicion, and even of direct charges. 
But, ſince this is the caſe, thoſe muſt be very weak 
men who have recourſe to an expedient which is ſo 
ill adapted to anſwer their purpoſe. If they mean 
to deceive their kearers,” and lead them to 
think that they are orthodox while they are really 
- arch-heretics, there is ANOTHER method which they 
might adopt with greater ſucceſs ; and which diſ- 
honeſt men (for ſuch you ſuppaſe them ta be) 
would not ſcruple any more than this, I mean, 
inſtead of uſing ſcripiural expreſſions, which it 
feems rather betray than conceal their hereſy, to 
make frequent uſe ot all the ſtandard phraſes of the 
_ - oppoſite party, whether they have any ideas to them 
or not, and bitterly inveigh againſt thoſt that ſcruple 
10 do the fame, as enemies ta the great truths of 
the 
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the goſpel. There would certainly be much more 
« policy” in this method than the other, and not 
more guilt, If, (to uſe your words) there be ſuch in 
* the miniſtry ;” (which, conſidering the ſtrength 
of the temptation, is not an improbable caſe) © ir 
e might be of happy conſequence for them to en- 
« quire, whether human policy, or a reverence of 
** the omnilcient God, [or a true zeal for goſpel- 
truth] be the ground of ſuch conduct. 

Wich regard to the lawfulneſs and propriety of 
uſing the words Trinity and Perſon; your producing 
the authority of Watts and Doddridge is ſome- 
what curious, as if Mr, F, did not know that 
great and good men frequently uſe both; and as 
if he thought himſelf bound to adopt their lan- 
guage, merely becauſe he venerates their charac- 
ters and their writings. It is peculiarly curious to 
mention Doddridge as an authority for the uſe of 
the word Trinity; when, in the paſſages produced, 
he does not uſe it all. But what I have here to 
mention, as the moſt important in this part of 
your debate with our author, is, that be does' not 
condemn the usk of either of theſe words: he only 
laments the anuse of them, and wiſhes that per- 
ſons who think others heretical, in the ideas they 
affix to them, would be accurate in defining 
their own. Our author, when accuſed of attempt- 
ing to explode the word Trinity, expreſsly ſays, 
(p. 88.) “On the contrary I not only allow it to 
ebe innocent, but naturally to expreſs any unity 
or agreement between three perſons or things.“ 
As to * word Perſon, our author is only © for aſcer- 

B 4 taining 
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taining its meaning in this controverſy, as ne- 
ceſſary, in order to judge of the agreement or 
diſagreement of our ſentiments upon the Trinity, 
Cand. Ref. p. 34. *Tis true, he excepts againſt 
the definitions of Martius and Shofs, as obſcure 
and unintelligible ;” (and if you, Sir, underſtand 
them, I wiſh you had been ſo kind as to have told 
us their meaning): but as to the © philoſophical 
and political ſenſes” of the word, given in the 

definitions of Vaterland, Scott, and others, he 
expreſsly ſays, We may with great advantage 
% apply it [the word Perſan] to the preſent pur- 
« poſe.” And having expreſſed his approbation 
of the definitions of Apollinaris, Watts, and Dod- 
dridgs, he has theſe words: In this view we may 
e ſay with Dr. C. Mather In the pzr80N of 
* Chrift my Saviour, I behold, the infinite God aſ- 
* ſuing the man Jeſus into ſuch an intimate and 
„ conſcious union with himſelf, as to conſtitute a 
* a glorious God-man,” &c. p. 39. On the peruſal 
of theſe -quotations, your readers will wonder on 
what you grounded your cenſure of our author, as 
condemning the 2 of the words Trinity and Per- 
ſon; and your attempts to vindicate them from 
- ſcripture, (p. 5,—8.) will appear utterly ſuper- 
fluous; ſo that I might properly paſs over the texts 
you praduce, and your remarks upon the manner 
in which the 4nti-trinitarians evade the force of 
them. I cannot, however, forbear obſerving, 
That it is nat peculiar to them to allow 1 Jobn v. 7. 
to be an interpolation; and that ſome others wha 
have thought it genuine have given it up as ng 
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proof of the 4thanafian Trinity. Calvin himſelf 
expounds it as importing, not an unity of eſſence, 
but of ae. For my own part, I think your argu- 
ment for its authenticity does by no means over- 
ballance what is urged on the other ſide“; but at 
the ſame time I am willing to allow your good 
ſenſe and candour in accounting for the alteration, 
either way, without aſcribing it to ſo prophane a 
cauſe as a deſign to corrupt the word of God to ſerve 
a party; But be this matter as it may, What had 
Mr. F. to do with it? who had not intimated any 
objefion to the genuineneſs of this paſſage, or the 
doctrine drawn from it; as a reader of your Letter 
only might naturally ſuppoſe he had done. Nor 
had you more juſt occaſion to ſet before him ſo 
many texts to prove the perſonality of the Holy 
Spirit; for I can find nothing in his writings that 
looks like a denial of itz nor do you refer us to 
any paſſage which gave occaſion to what you have 
here advanced, You would have done well, if, 
when you was proving “ the Holy Spirit to be a 
* Perſon,” and cenſuring them that deny it, or 

are ** ſilent about his rank in the ſcale of intellec- 
** tual being,” you had told us, what is the idea you 
affix to the term: for otherwiſe we cannot tell 
wherein you differ from“ the Sabellians, and 


„ See the matter ſtated at large by Mr. Emlyz (Tracts, 
Vol. II. p. 3. &c.) who ſhews that it is wanting in the an- 
cient Greek MSS. and in the ancient verſions, and that it is 
not cited by the primitive fathers, even where it would have 
been moſt to their purpoſe, tho? the context is. 
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others,“ whoſe notions you here except againſt, 
Such a definition would have been of ſervice, to 
enable your readers to judge of the meaning and the 
juſtice of what you advance in the-next page con- 
cerning the faith of the Trinitarians, and would 
have facilitated the great object of Mr. F.'s publi- 
cation, viz,—to ſhew wherein the contending par- 
ties agree, and wherein they differ. Notwith- 
*« ſtanding (ſay you, p. g:) the Trinitarians main- 
« rain that there are three perſons in the divine 
Eſſence, yet they aſſert the unity of God as firm- 
ly as any of their opponents, and therefore can- 
not, without injuſtice, be charged with Tri- 
«* -tbeiſm,” Mr. F. has no where charged Trini- 
tarians in general with denying the unity. Some, 
however, have queſtioned whether certain of them 
are confiſtent in profeſſing it. And the determina- 
tion of this depends upon zhe ſenſe in which they 
underſtand the perſonality of each of the ſacred 
Three. This they are not very ready to declare, 
and the reaſon may be pretty readily gueſſed. 
Vou doubtleſs can ſatisfy us concerning it. You 
ſay, © The modus of the exiſtence of the perſons in 
the Deity they acknowledge to be a myſtery which 
God has not been pleaſed to reveal to man;“ 
and add, «perhaps it would have been well if 
% ſome worthy men had not attempted to illuſtrate 
& or explain it?” Why? You anſwer thus: * Such 
attempts tend to confound rather than edify an 
* enquiring mind.” I know not what you mean 
by the modus of the exiſtence of the three perſons in 
the Deity, as diſtinct from —the ſenſe in which it ig 
| believed, 
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helieved, ** that there are three perſcns in the 
* divine eſſence;“ which you fay, © the Trint- 
* zarians maintain, at the ſame time that they 
6 aſſert the unity of God.“ Theſe truths, (you 
tell us,) they think are clearly revealed in ſerip- 
ture, and that therefore it is perfectly rational to 
believe them, on that authority.” 1 aſk, Sir, 
what theſe truths are ? and where they are clearly 
revealed? If they are aſſerted in direct terms, 
you can refer us to the chapter and verſe, But this 
] apprehend is not your meaning. The words, 
three perſons in one eſſence, certainly are nat ſcripture 
words, but merely human. True, (you will 
* ſay), the words are human, but the ſenſe is ſcrip- 
«© tural.” It may be ſo: Mr. F. doth not deny it, 
neither do I. But it is impoſſible to ſay whether 
it be ſo or not, till we know what the ſenſe is. 
This, Sir, is what we wiſh to be told, and think 
we have a right to demand, when we are charged 
with fundamental errors for not uſing the terms 
which, you ſay, expreſs it; and this is what I now 
requeſt of you. I aſk not for the explanation of 
what is confeſſedly myſterious in itſelf; nor do | require 
a ſatisfactory account of any thing in the divine 
nature or perfections which he has not thought fit 
to reveal, It would be moſt highly unreaſonable 
to demand of another an explanation of what it 
would be groſs preſumption to pry into myſelf, I 
aſk only for the meaning of ſuch truths as you ſay 
the ſcriptyre has clearly revealed; or, in ather 
words, what ideas are to be affixed to the terms 
three perſons in one effence.” If you have 10 

ideas 
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ideas to the terms, you believe nothing. If you 
have ideas, you can tell what they are. Nor can 
you juſtly blame any for refuſing their aſſent to a 
propoſition, till they are told the meaning of it. 
To ſay (as the Papifts do of Tranſubſtantialion) “ this 
* is a MYSTERY,” will not and ought not to ſatis- 
fy Proteftants, becauſe it is not divine but human, 
If the word of God contains a propoſition which 1 
cannot underſtand, I oughr to believe that it con- 
rains a truth, though I cannot tell what that truth 
is. But if men frame propoſitions themſelves, and 
tell me _— contain the ſenſe of ſcripture; and 
eſpecially if they ' repreſent the belief of them as 
fundamental to (chriſtianity, I have a right to de- 
mand what it is I am to believe; and to believe, 
without this, is to yield to men an implicit faith, 
which is due only to Gop, or to ſuch a church as 
that of Rome profeſſes to be, to which he has given 
power over the conſciences of men, and infallibility 
in the exerciſe of it. That it would have been 
„well if ſome worthy men had not attempted 
* to illuſtrate or explain” human pbraſes, which 
they have invented or adopted, I can ſee no reaſon 
to admit; but upon the ſuppoſition that ſuch 
attempts have either proved—that thoſe phraſes 
have had no meaning; or that they meant no more 
than their adverſaries themſelves allowed; or elſe 
that they hereby were the more clearly expoſed, as 
contrary to ſcripture and to one another; and thus, 
either way, thoſe who have attempted to explain 
Auch phraſes, by expoſing to the light their own 
* of them, have weakened the cauſe they 

meant 
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meant to ſerve, which when enveloped in the 
darkneſs of unexplained terms was ſecure from the 
aſſaults of the enemy. Policy, therefore, may 
dictate the propriety of refuſing to come to an ex- 
planation of unſcriptural forms of ſpeech. But is 
fuch a conduct friendly to the cauſe of Proteſtant- 
chriſtianity? Or does it tend to“ edify an enquiring 
mind?“ I very readily grant “ it might have 
been well if ſome worthy men had not attempted 
* to illuſtrate or explain ” ſome of thoſe deep 
things of God, which are confeſſedly inexplicable, 
Such attempts have indeed “ rather confounded 
than edified.“ But who are 4bey that have, in this 
reſpect, been culpable but the very "perſons whoſe 
cauſe you have undertaken to defend? The at- 
tempting to. be wiſe above what is written, and to 
improve upon the language of God's word, in 
matters that lie beyond human reaſon, is tbe very 
thing that our author condemns. and to ſhew the 
folly, and evil conſequences of this, was the grand 
object he had in view in his publication. But if 
men will uſe terms of :beir own, to explain and 
fix the meaning of thoſe which the word of God 
uſes, and inſiſt upon the neceſſity of adopting them, 
they may be juſtly called upon for an Explana- 
tion, and have no right to ſhelter themſelves under 
the pretence of their being myſteries, when they 
are of their own. making, as if there was no diffe- 
rence bern them and the divine *. | 


» See the Jadgment of Dr, Fer. T ayler quoted ; at the back 
of the Title page. 
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But you tell us (p. 9.) that © myſterious as this 
« doctrine [ of three perſons in the divine eſſence] 
may be, ſome of the moſt learned of the Antitrini- 
<* tarians have advanced ſentiments [you ſhould 
have ſaid, (in order to preſerve the parallel) bave 
introduced modes of expreſſion] equally incompre- 

* henſible.“ You refer to Dr. Clarke's notion 
of Chriſt, and aſk the author, What can I think 
«of a derived being which is not a creature ?” 
It is ſtrange, Sir, that you ſhould fix the abſurdi- 
dity of this invention upon Dr. Clarke.' If it be 
one, it is one that he borrowed from Trinitarian 
writers, and you may find it in thoſe whom you 
moſt efteem, and even in Dr. Owen himſelf. Bp. 
Bull tells you (as you might have feen in Mr. F.'s 
tract, p. 44-) That all the catholic doctors, 
both before and after the Nicene council, have 
e ngreed that the Father is the fountain, the origin, 
„ and the principle, of the divinity of the Son.“ 
And ſays Dr. Owen, The Father is the fountain 
of all, as in being and exiſtence, ſo in opera- 
« tion. The Son is of the Father, begotten by 
« him.” What is this but making the Son a 
a derived, though not a created being ? And ſome 
have exprefsly uſed the term. But, whether this 
repreſentation be right or wrong, you injure Mr. F. 
in leading your readers to imagine be approves it, 
as you certainly do by your manner of quoting 
Dr. Clarke's words from his pamphlet, and your 
controverting the matter with him. Whereas the 
fact is, Mr. F. had ſtrongly expreſſed his diſapproba- 
tion of Dr. Clarke's ſcheme in the following words : 
3 «© Were 
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« Were we to aſſert, as Dr. Clarke did, that the 
Logos or divine Word is ſomething between a 
<« created and a ſelf- exiſtent nature, we ſhould in- 
„ volve ourſelves in the endleſs labyrinth of an in- 
<*. conceivable diſtinction,“ p. 38. Leave the reader 
to make his own remark. here, and you to the re- 
proof of your own conſcience. —lI am, Sir, &c, 


LETTER II. 


Sa. 


OU complain of F rattiality which ai 
author of the Candid Reflections has ſhewn to- 
wards the Unitarians. I have examined ſome of 
the proofs of it which you alledge, and now pro- 
ceed to another, (p. 10.) which is, the diffe- 
4 rent manner in which he treats Arius and Atha- 
<<. naſius.”—<* You are very kind (ſay you) to 
the former, and willing to make the beſt you 
can of a bad ſtory about his death; but where 
„is your candour and moderation towards 4tha- 
* “.? Do you not try to blacken his cha- 
« rater all you can?” You afterwards inſinuate 
(p. 11, 12.) that the reaſon of this difference i is, a 
partiality in favour of Arianiſn, and a deſign * to 
4 throw an odium on the doctrine which Aubanaſus 
e defended.” Though you ſay, you cannot al- 
«. low. yourſelf in ſuch a ſuppoſition,” it is plain 
that, in fact, you do, by going on to ſhew the 


weakneſs of a man's inferring the falſehood of any 


— from the characters of thoſe who maintain it. 
7 But 
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But let us ſee the foundation of this heavy charge, 
The true ſtate of the fact is this: Mr. F. in men- 
tioning the unchtiſtian contentions among the 
members of ancient councils, concerning human 
explications of the Trinity, and the baſe and cruel! 
actions of which ſome of them were guilty, na- 
turally introduces Athbang/ius, whoſe name has 
been as famous as that of any of them; and ſays, 
it appears by the moſt authentic teſtimonies of 
wo: antiquity, that among the Nicene Fathers, no 
* one's moral character was ſo exceptionable as 
* his, p. 15.” He then produces ſome well authen- 
ticated facts, and refers to others, as related and 
credited, not by | Arian hiſtorians,” but thoſe 
who have written againſt Arianiſm*, Nor do you 
pretend to controvert one of them, but only ſay 
that Athanaſius was certainly eſteemed in his 
« day a man of great eminence for his abilities and 
« piety, &c.” You might have added and 
« was ſo great a faint as to be canonized by the 
% Church of Rome.” But of what weight is this 
againſt n facts on . . Arid, 
8351S cf} , 

7A FIT Robinſon and Dr. Miles. Vos are 
that Mr. Robinſan, who pleads for the divinity of Chriſt, 
mould on ſuch evidence, give up Athanaſius, and repreſent him 


as an exormous ſinner. Is it then ſurpriſing that a man ſhould 
acknowledge his conviction of the 2 of one on his own 
fide? It is not very common ; but Mr. R. is an honeſt man, 
and had the wiſdom to ſee that it was beter erving the ent 
to give p ſuch an one than to defend him, His “ omitting 
* the expreſſion enormous finner in his 2d edit.” is no proof 
that he thought better of the man; for the fac. 225 


7 | ng 
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no doubt, had his admirers for his piety as well as 
for his diſtinguiſhing opinions. Mr. F. however 
has exprefſed no peculiar veneration for bis charac- 
ter, (as your readers would naturally ſuppoſe he 
had done) not having ſaid one word to ſhew that he 
thought him a better man than Abbanaſius; but in 
the mention of the diſmal manner of his death, 
from Meſ/heim, he adds, as it was but juſt to do, 
the opinion of the tranſlator; which upon a careful 
examination of the affair, was, that this un- 
happy man for even he, with all his ſuppoſed 
* partiality, ſays nothing of his piety Þ fell a victim 
to the reſentment of his enemies, and was de- 
e ſtroyed by poiſop. “ What wonderful partiality 
does this prove in favour of the character of Arius ? 
You aſk (p. 11.) „Whether Mr. F. wiſhes his 
readers to believe that Arius was murdered by 
* Athanaſius, or his adherents, becauſe Dr. M*Lane 
N. B. after a careful examination] thought 
it probable ?” Give me leave to aſk, in re- 
turn, Do 504 wiſh your readers to believe “ the 
„bad ſtory about his death,” (viz; that by a 
judgment from heaven, for his errors, he voided 
tas bowels) without giving them any authority at 
all? Your further aſk the author, „ What is the 
deſign of this part of your letter 2? Mr. F. him- 
ſelf tells you, (Card. Ref. p. 16.) But you'choſe to 
find out ſome other, more invidious. Whether 
his reaſons be good or not may admit of debate. 
It might have been better to have introduced no 
characters at all. But if he thought, with others, 
an * that it was of no little importance thus to lay 


C 6c open 
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* open the ſources from whence the church of 
* Chriſt hath derived much of its infelicity and 
, diſhonour,” I can ſee no room for any ſeverity 
of cenſure. . Should you aſk, ** Why then ſo par- 
tial as to illuſtrate the matter by examples only 
£ on one ſide?“ I anſwer, our author has intro- 


duced but one example at all, which was that of a 


perſon eminently diſtinguiſhed, of whom he met 
with ſome remarkable anecdotes, to ſhew that a 
great degree of pride, covetouſneſs, and other 
vices, ſometimes accompanied great zeal for doc- 


trines; and if that inſtance happened to be on the 


orthodox fide he could not help that: though he has 
produced no ſimilar example on the other, 1 ſhould 


imagine he would have had no objection, if ſuch 


an one had occurred. And he has readily allowed, 
in general terms, that the ſame ſpirit actuated 


ſome of all parties. To this purpoſe he has 


a remarkable teſtimony in his favour from your 
own pen, p. 12. *© However, to do you juſtice, 
“ you inform us, that the perſecuting ſpirit is not 


limited to one party, but that the contending 


parties grew ſo warm as to anathematize and 
t even murder each other, on account of their un- 
“ ſeriptural phraſes.” After having noticed ſuch 
a paſſage, with what appearance of juſtice, could 
you accuſe the writer of partiality? Or with what 
propriety do you call upon him, in his next pub- 
lication, to tell us, Whether or not the perſe- 
i cutions by the Arians were leſs furious and ſan- 
te guinary than thoſe by the Athanafrans?” You 
allow that he has condemned $07þ as guilty, and 
abt | therefore 
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therefore your long note (p. 13.) to prove the 
Arians equally ſo, was utterly ſuperfluous. 

With not more juſtice, and with leſs appearance 
of it, you next accuſe the author of © attempting 
to depreciate the character of Calvin,” merely 
becauſe he had ſaid, ** Thus Calvin pleaded con- 
« ſcience when he perſecuted - Serverus.” You 
ſhould have mentioned his depreciating Abp. 
Cranmer too; for in the very next words he ſays, 
that, be as conſcientiouſly. concurred with the 
e perſecutors of Lambert.“ Cand. Ref. p. 64. But 
then you could not ſo plauſibly have conveyed 
your inſinuation, that this account of Calvin was 
given „ to leſſen his reputation, from a diſlike 
* to ſome dotirines he laboured to propagate, p. 15.” 
Where, Sir, has Mr. F. in any of his writings,” 
intimated a diſlike to any of the doctrines of Cal. 
vin? and what has he ſaid here that looks like a 
deſire to leſſen his reputation, in the views in which 
you juſtly ſpeak of him, “as a ſcholar, a gentle- 
man, achriſtian, and an able divine?“ As to the 
obnoxious paſſage in queſtion, if you had not been 
diſpoſed to make the worſt uſe of it, you might 
eaſily have ** ſeen the author's view in introducing 
Calvin into this part of his letter,” [along with 
Cranmer.] It moſt evidently was to illuſtrate the 
ſubject of which he was then treating : the com- 
monneſs, but inſufficiency, of pleading conſcience 
for perſecuting others. And you might alſo have 
found, from what immediately follows, that the 
author was inclined to admit every excuſe, in Cal- 
vin's favour, which you yourſelf urge (p. 15.) „It 

C 2 * muſt 
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+ muſt- be allowed (ſays he) that both Calvin and 


Cranmer acted according to the miſtaken bur 


6 prevailing ſpirit of the age, when perſecution, 
** tor mere ſentiments in religion, was adopted by 
every party that happened to rule.” So that 
there was no occaſion for him, in order to ſhew 
himſelf candid, to have © ſtated the part Calvin 
acted in all its circumſtances,” eſpecially as you 
allow that nobody denies or juſtifies it. The 
reader ſhould alſo be told, that Mr. F. often 
quotes this writer with great reſpect, and in 
one place bears the moſt honourable teſtimony 
to his character and abilities. See p. 20. * In 
< this manner was Calvin obliged to cenfure the 
* moſt celebrated councils - with how much great- 
ser freedom would he have animadverted upon 
them, had he and the age in which he lived enter- 
* tained juſt views of the nature and extent of chriſ- 
tian liberty, and the right of private judgment: 
& In that caſe his excellent pen would undoubtedly 
have tranſmitted to poſterity ſuch animadverſions 
as we meet with in the great coriters of happier 
and more enlightened times.” Is this the lan- 
guage of a man who meant to leſſen the hn. aut 
tion of this illuſtrious reformer * 

Lou are very angry with the author for ſaying, 
(afrer uſing the words of Grotius, concerning the 
eaſineſs of being in an error, in regard to the 
Trinity, or of being accuſed of it) Should many 
t ſerious chriſtians be in the number of ſuch ac- 
& cuſers, we need not be ſurprized.“ Tou aſk 
Whether it be criminal to ſpeak of a perſon a- 


< greeably to what he declares himſelf, &c.“ 


5 | Lou 
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You here miſrepreſent our author, by omitting 
| almoſt a whole page, and immediately connecting 
ideas which, in his work, have no connection. He is 
ſpeaking of ſerious illiterate chriſtians; and is fo 
far from condemning them as criminal in ſuch ac- 
cuſations, that he is endeavouring to exculpate 
them. And yet you aſk, (p 16.) * Where is 
« your candour to repreſent theſe ſerious chriſtian 
& acculers as having all their ideas [of the Trinity] 
* confined within the narrow limits of a party, 
and all their ways of expreſſing it, dictated 
* to them by their catechiſms and accuſtomed 
forms of worſhip.” Read the whole paſſage, 
and I ſhould think you muſt ſee it to be a proof, 
not ef the want of candour, but of the exerciſe of 
it, © Probably (ſays he) they have read little 
t upon the ſubject, that has any tendency to diſ- 
* cover to them its difficulties, and how much the 
„ rnoſt learned and pious have differed. — Perhaps 
&« all their ideas are confined, &c”. After this 
paſſage, which you have quoted, he adds, The 
* many diſadvantages they are under, for at- 
„ taining to more diſtinct knowledge, added to 
their undeſigning ſimplicity and ſerious piety, 
„will go far in apologizing for them; at leaſt 
e theſe will entitle them to the tender pity of 
« thoſe whom they raſhly and ignorantly con- 
« demn.” If this paſſage betrays the want of can- 
dour, I am a ſtranger to the meaning of the term. 
But I ſuppoſe the ground of your cenſure is—the 
the author's inſinuation, that common chriſtians, 
who are orthodox, and who are diſpoſed to accule 
miniſters as heretical, ſhould need ſuch an apology. 
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 Youaſk, + Have they never read their Bib!es with 
< ſome attention?“ &c, They may; and yet not 


be qualified to fit in judgment concerning the 
meaning and propriety of certain terms, which they 
do not find there, and which have for ages been 
matter of diſpute among the learned ; ſome of 
whom on the oppoſite fide it is to be hoped have read 
their Bibles allo, and poſſibly with as much atten- 
lion. 

Mr. F. 1 Joubt not, will readily grant, what 
you are free to declare as your opinion, that the 
* revelation God has graciouſly given us is for the 


benefit of chriſtians of common underſtandings, 


s as well as for learned men.” But is this a proof 
that common chriſtians are qualified (and even 
more fo than the learned themſelves) to decide 
concerning thoſe things in ſcripture which are 
bard to be underſtood? It is rather a proof of what 

our author is pleading for, — That the underſtand- 
ing of ſuch hard things is not neceſſary to ſalva- 
tion; much leſs a perfect agreement in the uſe of 
ſuch terms as are of mere human invention, and 
ſuch as unlearned chriſtians, who had only read 
their bibles, would never have thought of. You go 
on to atk, + Do we find that men of genius and 
great learning have been uniform in giving the 


e ſenſe of ſcripture ?“ No; Mr. F. as you obſerve, 


has ſtrongly proved the contrary. But what is the 
proper inference from hence? Not, ſurely, that 
common chriſtians are to be juſtified in © accuſing 
* others of hereſy ;” but that all perſons, and hey 
eſpecially, ſhould be cautious in forming their ſen- 

5 | UMents. 
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timents of diſputable matters, and candid in judg- 
ing of thoſe that appear to differ from them. 
This leads me to conſider the real objects of Mr. 


F.'s cenſure in this place. Having candidly apo- 
logized for common chriſtians, he ſays, —** But it 
« will not be ſo eaſy to excuſe perſons of a more 
<« liberal education, eſpecially miniſters of the goſ- 
« pel, if they ſhould ſo far forget themſelves—as 
* to promote reputed orthodoxy by what, in them, 
approaches to real immorality. For is it not 
« jmmoral to murder the reputation of others, by 
46 charges without proof, or by plauſible inſinuations, 
+ &c.” Upon this paſſage, (which you have mu- 
tilated by omitting the words in italics) you deſire 
permiſſion to aſk, * Is it criminal to ſpeak of a 
<« perſon agreeably to what he declares himſelf to 
ebe, or I have good reaſon to believe him to be?” 
No Sir; Who affirmed that it was? The crime 
which the writer condemns is—bringing charges 
without proof, throwing out plaufible inſinuations; or, 
in other words, repreſenting a perſon as being 
what he has never declared himſelf, and what there 
is 20 good reaſon to believe that he is. For inſtance, 
holding up a perſon to public view, and ſtriving to 
raiſe popular prejudices againſt him, as an Arian, 
or Socinian; as oppoling the Deity of Chriſt; as 
denying the Lord that boughp him; as an enemy 
to the goſpel, &c. merely uſe he conſcienti- 
ouſly refuſes the uſe of human modes of expreſſion, 
which he does not underſtand, and which others 
cannot or will not explain; and for preferring the 
ſimplicity of ſcripture- language. That this is 

C 4 a crime 
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24 Chriſtian Catholiciſm defended. 
a crime which hath often been committed, is too 
evident to be denied, which our author ſpeaks. of 


with a juſt * ſeverity,” though he does. xct (as 
you ſay, p. 18.) indiſcriminately charge his bre- 
** thren with it;” and it has undeniably been at- 


tended with the evil conſequences which he men- 


tions, in “ prejudicing young people, and young 


Ne divines, againſt the very doctrine deſigned to 


be inculcated.” Tou tell him, © he would 
0 have been nearer the truth if he had ſaid Men 


of a preſumed monopoly of reaſon, charity, &c. 


have beguiled many unguarded young divines, 
as well as ſome elder * ones, from what you. ' 
< eſteem the moſt i important dottrines of the goi- 
* pel, &c,” This may be true; and where it is 
known to be ſo let the beguilers, and the beguiled, 
bear the blame they deſerve. This, however, 
does not invalidate the facts our author had men- 


tioned, nor exculpate the perſons whom he cen- 


ſures. If any are known to monopolize Reaſon 
or Charity,” let them be expoſed, But ſurely 
they that monopolize Oribodoxy are equally cul- 
pable; and, of whatever partiality this writer may 
be accuſed, I think I can convince the reader that 
he is equally free to cenſure both, though the lat- 
ter are the perſons whom, in the preſent work, he 


Some readers may probably underſtand this (whatever 
the writer meant) as an jiaſinuation that our author 1s an in- 
fiance. Thoſe, however, that know him beſt, would, be in 
no danger of imbibing a prejudice againſt him, even if the 
paſiage had amounted to a direct charge, 


W 
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had principally to deal with. Your next para- 
graph gives me an opportunity of introdueing a 
paſſage I have in view, and at the ſame time of 
expoſing another groſs miſrepreſentation, .I 
proceed (ſay you) to remark on what you ſay to 
your friend at the hoſpitable manſion, that had 
often entertained company, whoſe cenſures 
of others, and particularly of his reverend 
ce brethren, had occaſioned much pain to his can- 
« did mind.” You then aſk, with a ſneer, © Muſt 
* your readers think that the ungenteel part of the 
* company, whoſe cenſures are alluded to, were 
the Trinitarian gueſts ?”” No Sir; the author had 
no deſign to excite ſuch a prejudice in their 
minds, though you evidently intend to lead your 
readers into a perſuaſion that he had. If you had 
read the whole of this addreſs to his friend, with due 
attention, and had not determined to repreſent the 
writer in an odious light, you would not have thrown 
out ſuch an inſinuation, and would, on tbis occa- 
ſon, have ſpared your remark, (p. 20.) that a 
* cenſorious, uncharitable, contemptible way of 
*« ſpeaking of others, on account of different ſenti- 
** ments, is not peculiar to the gentlemen [on the 
„ Trinitarian ſide].“ Mr. F. has ſtrongly expreſſed 
his apprehenſion of this; and, in words which it is 
unacountable that you could overlook, has remind- 
ed his friend of it, and has accordingly ſuggeſted 
to him the proper means of curing this bigotted 
ſpirit in one party as well as the other. See p. 71, 
72. The paſſage is ſo glaringly contrary to your 
inſinuations, and fo ſtriking a proof of the writer's, 


impartiality, 
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tion from this as well as the oppoſite page. 
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impartiality, that I muſt tranſcribe it—* And may 
e not hope that by ſtrictly adhering to ſcrip- 
© ture, we ſhall not only avoid every unjuſtifiable 


extreme in ourſelves, but moſt effectually pre- 


« vent the oppoſite extremes of others. Our op- 
<* ponents {meaning thoſe in the extreme of what 
is commonly called heterodoxy] will find them- 
«* felves diſarmed. Then will they no more ven- 
* ture to tell us, that ours may be ſtiled the Aba- 
„ naſian hereſy; that we are no better than poly- 
* theiſts; that all who worſhip Chriſt are idola- 
ters; that there is no more foundation in the 
N. T. for worſhipping Chriſt than the vir- 


gin Mary; that Chriſt is the Calviniſt's idol, 


* &c. &c. Such kind of language hath frequent- 
« yegtven us much pain, eſpecially when it was 


'«< heightened, as is tco commonly the caſe, with a 


« ſpirit of ſneer and ridicule. —But their deſerved re- 
« buke we may properly leave to an -ingenious 
« writer; againſt whom it is preſumed they will 
* have no objection [Dr. Enfield. } There are 


* (fays he) not a few pretenders to a liberal ſpirit, 


cho make their own opinions the utmoſt boun- 
s dary of a free enquiry, and are no lels ſevere in 
« their. cenſures of thoſe who venture one ſtep be- 
« yond their line, than the moſt rigid ſupporters 
* of ancient ſyſtems.” If you have a ſpark of mo- 
deſty left, furely, Sir, the fight of this paſſage will 
kindle a bluſh, and every one of your readers 
will bluſh for you. It's having eſcaped your notice 
is the more incredible, as you have made a quota- 


The 
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The above extract may ſerve as a general anſwer 
to your charges of partiality, in our author, towards 
the Anti- trinitarians, which are too frequently in- 
troduced in your Letter, to be diſtinctly noticed. 
I will, however, now I am on this ſubject, refer the 
reader to one more paſſage of the ſame kind, and 
confront it with another extract from the Candid 
Reflections, as an additional proof of the propriety 
of that title, p. 32. Tou ſay—“ but I know, 
„ from obſervation and experience, that men of 
different ſentiments too often deviate from ſuch 
* a rule of conduct; and I have reaſon to think 
that none are more chargeable therewith than 
* the gentlemen who plead moſt for charity, tho? 
* it is eaſily known it is for charity to them- 
< ſelves ;—while they treat others as bigots, en- 
e thuſiaſts, &c. Let the reader judge whether our 
author deſerves to be ranked in this liſt from 
the following paſſage, (Cand. Ref. p. 59g.) If 
* ſuch diligent, ' candid, and devout enquiry after 
te truth [as that diſcovered in Dr. Matis] had been 

f ** more generally practiſed among chriſtians, they 
* would never have allowed themſelves in forming 
„ ſuch raſh concluſions concerning each other's 
© characters, merely on account of their different 
* ſentiments on this doctrine. Thoſe who adhere 
„ to the Athanaſian ſcheme, would never have 
<* aſcribed the opinions of their opponents to the 
© want of grace; nor would the latter have im- 
*© puted the doctrine of the former to want of ſenſe. 
„ Why ſhould moral defects be neceſſarily con- 
e nected with one [ſer of ſentiments] or natural de- 


« fects 
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« fects with another? How much better for both 

* ſides to have waved all indecent recriminations.” 

That both may learn this leſſon is the hearty 
of, Sir, your's, &c. 


LET:TER UI. 


N D now, Sir, it is high time that the reader's 
attention ſhould be called to the GRAND 
_ Ozzecrs of Mr. Fawcett's publication: which 
were to repreſent the different ſchemes, which 
different perſons have adopted, in relation to the 
doctrine of the Trinity—and the ground which 
ariſes from thence for the exerciſe of mutual CA x- 
povk ; by which he means, not merely treating 
one another with humanity and common civility , 
(which is what we owe to perſons of all religions, 
and of all charaCters ;) but embracing each other as 
chriſtian brethren, Now, however deficient our 
author might have been in the proper marks of 
reſpect to his opponents, or however partial to any 
one ſet of men, this affects not the matter in de- 
bate ; not could the author be juſtly charged with 
contradicting his doctrine by his practice, unleſs he 
had excluded any, for a mere difference from him- 
ſelf in matters of opinion, from the Chriſtian character 
and the bope of ſalvation: which is what you do 
not pretend to alledge againſt him, or indeed a- 
gainſt thoſe to whom you ſay he is moſt partial, 
the Anti- trinitarians. Inſtead, therefore, of ſaying 
fo much about his or their want of candour, you 
| had 
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had better have proved, if you could, either that 
thoſe on your ſide do exerciſe it, in the extent he 
would have them, or have ſhewn juſt cauſe why 
they do not, and ought not, by anſwering bis argu- 
ments for it; and particularly by ſhewing, What is 
the eſſential fundamental difference between the orthodox 
and the beterodox, on this point, and, wherein the 
latter differ from the former, more than the former 
differ from one another, The author has taken up thirty 
pages of his work, with “ an hiſtorical ſketch of 
« the Trinitarian controverſy, from the earhieft 
« times ;” and in ſtating the different ſentiments 
of all the contending parties, both ancient and 
modern: And he concludes with ſaying, (p. 33.) 
If his account be defective, he ſhould efteem 
* himſelf greatly obliged to any that would point 
< out to him wherein it is ſo.“ This is what you 
have not attempted; nor, indeed, have you made 
a ſingle remark upon this part of the work (ex- 
cepting what concerns the character of Atbanaſius) 
nor have you taken the ſmalleſt notice of the next 
ten pages, in which the author proceeds to his 
Candid Reflections on the preceding account, with a 
view to ſhew—wherein the contending parties a- 
greed, and wherein they differed; in order to 
which, as a matter of peculiar importance, he en- 
deavours to aſcertain the ideas which they affixed 
to the word Perſon. The refult of the whole is, 

— That they are all agreed in what is plainly 
«+ ſcriptural, intelligible, and important, — that 
they differ chiefly in what is otherwiſe; and that 
the difficulties attending 9 feheme which hath 

ever 
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< ever. been propoſed, for the explanation of this 
« doctrine, are ſuch as have . puzzled the moſt 
o penetrating minds, and obliged them, after all 
* the deepeſt reſearches, to plead for moderation 
* and candour;” of which he produces a number 
of ſtriking inſtances. Now, Sir, it behoved you, 
in order to overturn his candid concluſion, to have 
offered ſomething to invalidate his premiſes; and to 
ſhew that his views of men's ſentiments are falſe, 
and his compariſons. between them unjuſt, But 
this (I leave our readers to gueſs the reaſon). is what 
you have not ſo much as .a/tempted. You content 
yourſelf with poſitive aſſertions, looſe declamations, 
and ſly infinuations, ſcattered through your Letter 
in ſuch a manner that it is difficult to reduce them 
to any order, and conſequently, to give the proper 
anſwers, without ſuch deviations from the ſubject, 
or ſuch repetitions, as muſt be irkſome to the 
reader. I muſt, therefore, beg his pardon in fol- 
lowing where you lead, and yours if, in ſome in- 
ſtances, I ſhould loſe fight of you. 

Having ccca/ionally referred, in the midſt of another 
argument, p. (17.). to“ the great variety of ſenti- 
* ments among learned men, which Mr. F. has 
held up to view,” you ſay, Some of them 
«indeed agreed, in ſubſtance, as to the doctrines 
« that God is one, and that this one God is Father, 
„Son, and Holy Ghoſt, in three diſtinct perſons ; tho 
„ they thought ſomewhat differently as to the 
* modus of this diſtinction.“ This, Sir, I mult 
fay, is a very partial. account, materially. differ- 
10S from what Mr. F. had given. He had ſhewny- 

by 


LETTER III. 31 


by dating their ſentiments, in their own words, that 
they not merely differed ſomewhat about the modus 
of this diſtisction, but that they entertained ideas 
diametrically oppo/ite to each other. Some of them 
repreſent the three perſons as three diſtinct intelli- 
gent beings; others as only three modes; and ſome 
as three infinite /elf-exiſtent ſpirits; while others 
ſpeak of the Father as the fountain of Deity, and 
the Son and Spirit as deriving their exiſtence from 
him, Whereas others uſe the term Perſon as de- 
noting ſomewhat between a diſtinct being and a 
mode of a being. Theſe have all been common- 
ly ranked among the orthodox, where they could 
uſe the common mode of ſpeech, three perſons 
jn one eſſence, &c.“ and received by them as 
holding the doctrine of the Trinity; but with 
what greater propriety than others who are ſaid to 
deny it? * Concerning theſe laſt you ſay, Others 
e of them denied the do#rine itſelf, and agreed on- 
« ly in oppoſing. what I believe to be the truth, 
fully and clearly revealed in the ſacred fcriprure.” 
} What that is I cannot ſay. Tou doubtleſs mean 


. « This being held to (that the s Son 5 Holy Spirit are of 
the ſame undivided nature with the Father) you have no 
concern, that I can find, what notions men have of the per- 
font in the Godhead, —May not a man declare for hz; doctrine, 
and yet all the while be as great a heretic [as an 4rian, who 
declares againſt it?] May he not be a Tritherif, a Ley 
Secinian, if theſe two laſt do indeed differ?“ , 
Mr. Simon Browne's Letter to the Rev. Mr. T, 3 | 
a paſſage in his Funeral Sermon for Mr. Fenfer, 1722. 
E ine well worth a ſerious PO 


e the 
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< the unity of three perſons in the divine effence.” 
Bur really, Sir, ſuch different ideas are affixed to the 
terms, that 1 am ſtill in the dark as to your faith, 
Will you however maintain, that thoſe whom you 
repreſent as denying the doctrine itſelf, agreed in no- 
tbing but in oppoſing w hat you think the truth? If 
you examine the account Mr. F. has given of their 
| ſentiments, I think you will find that they had 
ſome agreement among mhemſebves;” and, if you 
compare their creed with that of the zeputed 
erthador, perhaps you may perceive a nearer agree- 
ment wich ſbem than you imagine; and, unleſs your 
faitbiis very ſingular indeed, even with vourſelf. 
Theſe heretics all believed that 7here is one God, 
and an mediator batcbeen Cod and man, and one 
Spirit if grace and trutb; and that the ong God is to 
be wut ſnpped, thre the mediator, by ano Spirit; and 
that ibe word of God is ibe only rule of faith, 1 
could mention other articles. But ſurely theſe are 
fomething. And did the orthodox, or do you, de- 
ny any of them? If not, then / they agreed in ſome- 
thing elſe beſides vppe/ing: the- truth. But between 
ſome of theſe reputed heretics, and thoſe who are 
commonly received as ſound in the faith, there is a 
much farther agreement, e. g. | 
The Sabellians think, that af Father, Son, and 
Spirit, are only names and offices of the ſame per- 
ſan, And wherein do thoſe Trinitarians differ from 
them, who maintain the diſtinction between the 
three perſons to be only modal ? 
The Arians (or more properly the Semi-arians, in 
Dr. Clarke's (cheme,) hold, that there is one ſu— 
: preme 
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preme being who is the Father, and two ſubordinate 
beings derived from him. And wherein do they 
materially differ from thoſe Trimitarians who fol- 
low the Nicene creed; Bps. Pearſon, Bull, Dr. 
Owen, &c. who repteſent the Father as the foun- 
tain of Deity, from whom the divine nature 1s com- 
municated to the Son, and trom both to the 
Spirit ? 

And once more; the FI maintain that 
Jeſus Chriſt had no exiſtence before he was born of 
the virgin, and ſome of them, that the Logos was 
the very eternal Jehovah himſelf, And whercin 
do the Athanafian Trinitatians (fo far as the real 
glory of Jeſus Chriſt is concerned) eſſentially differ 
from them? They believe that the Logos was the 
very one God Jehovah; and tho” they call him a 
different perſon from the Father, they ſuppoſe him 
to be the ſame Being. Jeſus Chriſt, they lay, re- 
ceived. his ſoul, as well as body, in the woup of 
the virgin; conſequently it was a mere man that 
was incarnate and ſuffered, tho* united to Deity, 
which Socinians will alfo allow, 

In thele reſpects Mr. F. had pointed out an a- 
greement between the ſuppoſed heretics and the 
orthodox; bur you, without offering any thing 
to diſprove it, roundly afſert “ that they agreed 
* only in oppoſing what you think the truth. 
I call upon you to make good the aſſertion, by 
proving the above repreſentation falſe. That 


* gee this matter clearly ſtated in 4 ſhort View of the Tenets 
bf Tritheifts, Sabellians, &c. p. 2325. 
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queſtion of yours (p. 18.) * May it not be feared 


» theſe have too often exerted their abilities to ex- 


„plain away the genuine ſenſe of ſcripture, &c,” 
deſerves no anſwer. May not they, with as much 
propriety, aſk the ſame with regard to their op- 
ponents ? DOE 

You then addreſs to the author the following ex- 
traordinary query: Do you wiſh your readers 
to think that the divine Revelation is ſo vague, 
and its meaning ſo obſcure and uncertain, that 
te the various and oppoſite ſentiments of learned 
<* men are fairly deduced from it?“ I omit the reſt 
of the ſentence, without injuring your /enſe, and 
think the whole of it a groſs inſult upon his. Can 
any man, of a common underſtanding, who be- 
ſieves the ſcripture to be the word of God, enter- 
tain the idea of its teaching contrary doctrines? 
What is there in this author's writings that betrays 
ſuch weakneſs? Or what has he aſſerted, in the 
preſent debate, which could give riſe to ſuch a 
queition ? No, Sir; he advances nothing like an 
inſinuation that theſe different notions are equally 
ſcriptural, but for the moſt part thinks them n- 
ſcriptural, at the ſame time that he pleads for 
charity towards thoſe that maintain them; which 
he does, not becauſe he ſuppoſes that they have all 
an equal chance for being true, but becauſe thoſe 


who maintain them think they are fo. From this 


diverſity of fentiment and expreſſion he infers, not 
that the ſcripture is uncertain, but that men ſhould 
be modeſt in their enquiries, and candid in their 
3 judgment 
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judgment of each other; which inference he has 
ſupported by quotations from twelve writers of 
eminence, whoſe judgment ought to have ſome 
weight in protecting our author from the charge 
of ſcepticiſm or indifference, He does not believe 
(as you inſinuate, p. 20.) any more than you do, 
that the doctrines of divine revelation are matters 
f mere ſpeculation,” and therefore does not eſteem 
it a thing of great indifference what a man be- 
« lieves.” But is as firmly perſuaded, as you fay 
you and other Trinitarians ate, „that the belief 
of ſome doctrines of the goſpel is of great im- 
o portance to the chriſtian life and practice.” Nay, 
with reſpect to that doctrine, which is the chief 
ſubje& of the preſent debate, he expreſsly ſays, 
(p. 53.) © the dofirine itſelf, as ſtated in (criptufe, 
* 1s moſt aſſuredly of the higheſt importance.” 
When the author ſpeaks of matters of “ mere 
„ ſpeculation,” he means not the doctrines of ſcrip- 
ture, but the doctrines of men; or, what are much 
the ſame, human explications of ſcripture- doctrines, 
or doubtful inferences drawn from them. Concerning 
theſe, he apprehends, men may differ; and with 
reſpect to ſuch differences they ought to exerciſe 
oreat candour towards each other, believing that 
with regard to what 1s really ſcriptural they may 
be nearly agreed; but that ſome diſagreement even 
here does not neceſſarily influence their temper or 
conduct, ſo as to occaſion any material or eſſential 
difference in their worſhip, or in any part of their 
D 2 ckriſtian 
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chriſtian obedience ; nor conſequently affect their 
acceptance with God now, or their final ſalvation . 

You ſay, (p. 20.) * the true chriſtian will have 

* his practice influenced by the doctrines he main- 
* tains.” True; he will, and ought ; but not /o 
influenced by his peculiarities of explanation, as to 
act contrary to expreſs ſcripture-rules and examples. 
All that the ſcripture teaches, as neceſſary to ac- 
ceptable worſhip or obedience, it teaches (as 
might well be expected) in the plaineft manner 
poſſible ; without leaving us to precarious inferen- 
es: For, as you juſtly obſerve, * the revelation 

„ God has given us is for the benefit of chriſtians 
of common underſtandings,” who might be in 
danger of drawing erroneous concluſions. Doc- 


„% Do not miſtake me: I do not ſay that the article of the 
Frinity is not at the foundation of all our future hopes. The 
goſpel economy is undoubtedly founded upon it—but what 1 
think you ſhould prove is, that right apprebenſions concerning this 
loctrine muſt be laid as the foundation of every man's hope. 
I defire you would give a very diſtin& account from ſcripture, 
what miſapprehenfions may conſiſt with theſe hopes, and what 
cannot—for this may ſurely be inſiſted upon, when all a man's 
future hopes are depending. And ] defire you would go on 
to prove, that no man can have any foundation for future hope 

Who has any miſapprehenſion concerning the divine nature and 
perfections — for the doctrine of the Trinity cannot be more at 
the foundation of chriſtianity than that of the divine nature and 
perfections is at the foundation of all religion. And yet I am 
ſure that a little wit, with a good mixture of ſpite and pride, 
may conſtrue a miſtake about the nature and perfections of 
God, into hereſy, blaſphemy » idolatry, atheiſm, and what not, 
as is but too common in the preſent controverſy.” 


Mr. S. Browne's Let. to Mr. Reynolds, p. 24. 
3 | trines” 
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trines which affect the great eſſentials of worſhip 
and obedience are ſo plain that he that runs may 
read. And ſuch is the gracious condeſcenſion of 
God to human weakneſs, that he has not left us to 
infer what our practice ſhould be, in regard to wor- 
ſhip or general duty, merely from what he has 
taught us to believe concerning himſelf ; but he has, 
in a very minute and circumſtantial manner, in- 
formed us, how our worſhip is to be conducted, 
and our whole conduct regulated, by expreſs pre- 
cepts and examples; the import of which we cannot 
eaſily miſtake. Since this is the caſe, if any diffi- 
culty ſhould ariſe about right practice or worſhip, 
from different interpretations of any doctrinal mat- 
ters, the proper means of ſatisfaction is, to ex- 
amine the /cripture-rule, and enquire what the Lord 
has therein taught us 7% do. Thus obſervation ap- 
pears to me to afford an eaſy anſwer to what you 
have ſaid (p. 21.) concerning the different regards 
which chriſtians will pay to Jeſus Chriſt, according 
to the different ideas they entertain of his perſon. 
The grand ſcripture-rule for worſhip is moſt 
clearly and undeniably this: Towor/hip the FaTHER, 
through the Son, by the SpiriT. (Eph. ii. 18.) 
Whoſoever does this, in ſincerity and faith, moſt 
certainly worſhips arigbi, whatever miſtakes he 
may be under with regard to the preciſe nature of 
the ſacred three; and 1 muſt add, whoſoever wor- 
ſhips otherwiſe is as evidently wrong, however juſt 
his notions of them are. This method of worſhip 
is fully juſtified by numberleſs paſſages of ſcripture, 
in which God even in the Father is propofed as the 
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object of worſhip, and Feſus Chriſt as the mediator ; 
and no conſequences drawn from doctrines con- 
cerning their nature, can be admitted as ſufficient 
to eſtabliſh any other practice. To this, the au- 
thor has produced the ſanction of ſeveral Or- 
thodox Divines, to whoſe opinions you make 
no objection. And it is of importance to add, 
that in this way the generality of ferious 
chriſtians, of different perſuaſions, do really offer 
their worſhip. Whatever they think of Chriſt, 
as one with the Father, do they really addreſs their 
prayers to bim? | believe few of them, when en- 
gaged in acts of devotion, think of any other ob- 
ject than the Father, If they do, they have not 
his warrant who directed them to worſhip the Father. 
(See particularly John iv. 23, 24. ch. xvi. 23) And 
though ſuch Trinitarians as have been converſant 
with /chool-divinity, mean in their worſhip to include 
the Son and the Spirit, in their addreſſes to God, 
they don'c worſhip them as different objefs, but as 
of the very ſame eſſence, or the very ſame being: 
the one eternal Jehovah; or, as Mr. Robinſon ex- 
preſſes it, with your approbation, they © worſhi 

„the God that dwells in the man Chriſt Jeſus;“ 
and ſo the object of their worſhip is really the ſame 
with that of the Auli- trinitarians, though they have 
ſomewhat different ideas of it; for they mean to 


worſhip all that is God, and what do the others 


more“? A difference as to the object of worſhip 


_ * See Importance of Truth, in three Conferences between 
an orthodox and a moderate man, p. 37, &c. 


can 
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can only be occaſioned by a notion that the deity 
of Chriſt is another object; that is, anothef being; 
which is certainly what you will not allow; and 
worſhip founded on ſuch an idea ſeems to be both 
irrational and unſcriptural. They who worſhip 
Chriſt as God, diſtinct from the Father, not only 
make two objects, but act inconſiſtently with the 
mediatorial ſcheme; and they in effect deny that 
equality with the Father which they profeſs to main- 
tain; for they worſhip the God Cbriſt without a 
mediator, though they durſt not come to the Father 
but by bim. And this, indeed, is the grand ob- 
jection to the worſhip of Chriſt, as God, diſtin& 
from the Father; as it is alſo to the worſhip of a 
Trinity; viz. that it ſets aſide the peculiarity of 
the goſpel method of worſhip ; which is, the of- 
fering it in the name of a mediator : for the ſame 
perſon cannot be the mediator and the objef both *. 
This objection to the worſhip of a Trinity Mr. F. 
has properly urged : © It tends, ſays he, to hide 
* from multitudes, the infinitely important and 
the only way of obtaining divine forgiveneſs and 
acceptance, even our coming to God for mercy 
* through his Son, by the Holy Spirit.” You 
are offended at this repreſentation, and will have 
it that the Trinitarians, of your ſtamp, * underſtand 
„ this way of approach to God as well as others, 
* and perhaps inſiſt upon it more fully and clearly. 
(p- 34.) Had you faid, as fully and clearly, I 
ſhould have made no objection. I readily grant 


* Sce Importance of Truth, &c. Note, p. 39. 
D 4 that, 
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that, in their common diſcourſes, when they have 
no view to the controverſy, they do. And ſerious 
chriſtians, not uſed to curious ſpeculations, ordi- 
narily conduct their worſhip accordingly, and thus 
are perfectly united with thoſe from whom they 
are ſuppoſed to differ. But then they herein 
happily a& inconſiſtently with their notion, for 
which you are pleading, —the worſhipping a Tri- 
nity of perſons | for, if Chriſt and the Spirit are to 
be made the o4jes of worſhip, their diſtinguiſhing 
offices are neglected. Worſhipping the Father, 
Son, and Spirit, as one object, is ſurely a different 
thing from worſhipping the Fatber through the Son, 
and by the Spirit. I hope now you © can conceive"? 
the meaning and the juſtice of the author's ob- 
jection to the worſhip of a Trinity. 

But though he thinks that Chriſt. is not to be 
made tbe obje of worſhip, in the ſame ſenſe that 
the Futber is, it does not follow that no honour is 
due to him as mediator, nor is the idea of © ſupreme 
and ſubordinate worſhip,” in this view, ſo irra- 
tional or unſcriptural as (p. 21.) you ſuppoſe it to 
be“. What the author has quoted from Mr, S. 


'* You are pleaſed, in a note (p. 21,), to draw np 5 of 


Prayer to Chriſt, for thoſe who conceive of him as ſubordinate 


to the Father, and chen to divert yourſelf with it. However, 
you had better have given us a ſpecimen of the prayers which 
theſe perſons make for themſelves, But then you could not 
with any decency have ſmiled; becavſe it is probable it would 
have been ſomething like what may be met with in the word 
of God. Had one of theſe gentlemen a mind to retaliate, I 
apprehend it would be no difficult thing to draw up a prayer 
on your principles, which would turn the laugh againſt you. 


Browne, 
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Browne and Mr. Baxter is, I think, much to the 
purpoſe, He had alſo mentioned here the authority 
of Dr. Owen; but you choſe not to have his name 
appear in this connexion, and therefore have omit- 
ted it, It better ſuited your purpoſe to introduce 
this quotation from your favourite author (a truly 
oreat divine) in another place, as an inſtance of 
the writer's abuſe of the authors he has preſſed into 
his ſervice, p. 40, But I ſhall take the liberty to 
reſtore the quotation to its proper place, in imme- 
diate connection with Mr. Baxter, far whom he 
had a great reſpe&, and with whom he was more 
nearly united in ſentiment than ſome are willing 
to allow, Mr, Browne's definition of worſhip is, 
I think, the beſt I have met with; and you do not 
prove it unjuſt. It is ſtrange to aſk his defign there- 
in. It doubtleis expreſſed the true idea of worſhip 
as it lay in his mind. Men are not to be ſuppoſed 
to have any de/ign in forming their ideas; they are 
the neceſſary reſult of enquiry. In the application 
of his definition, he does indeed “ defend the 
Anti- lriuitarians from the charge of Idolatry,“ in 
their worſhip of Chriſt the mediator ; but he was 


by no means partial to them, if we may judge 


from his other writings *. And, till you prove his 
definition falſe, your charging them with idolatry 
muſt appear groundleſs. As to the zexts you pro- 
duce here againſt the ſentiment, I refer you to 
what he has ſaid upon them in the piece from 


* See, beſides many of his Hymns, a Diſcourſe, in his 
volume of Sermons, on the Incarnation of Chriſt, 
whence 
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whence the definition is taken, viz. his Sober and 


| charitable Diſquifition. But I cannot help obſerv- 


ing, that your reference to Jobn v. 23, as a proof 
that the divinity of Chriſt is the ground of the 
worſhip due to him, is a palpable miſtake. In 
that paſſage. we are required, not to worſhip the 
Son as we do the Father, but to honour him, which 


'1s a widely different thing from worſhip, in your 


fenſe'of it; and the ground of this honour is ex- 
preſsly ſaid to be the Father's having committed all 
judgment to the Son, 

Mr. F. goes on to obſerve (p. 83.) clo „Mr. 
% Browne's definition, and his inferences from it, 
<« are but the ſentiments of Dr. Ozver, and Mr. 
« Baxter. The former lays, the command of God is 
* the ground and reaſon of all religious worſhip. 
* Theangels are to worſhip the Lord Chriſt, the 


ee mediator, and the ground of their ſo doing is 


God's command. He ſaith, worſhip him all ye 
Angels.“ You ſeverely condemn the writer 
(p. 40.) as being uncandid in this quotation, in- 
timating that the Dr. thought differently ; and you 
produce another quotation from his works, which 
ſeems directly to contradict this; from whence you 
infer his real opinion was,—** that the command 
* to worſhip our Lord Jeſus was, to inforce a duty 
* antecedently incumbent on all rational creatures, 
founded on his divine perfections, &c.” But 
Sir, give me leave to ſay, Dr. Otven was a better 
divine than many of his admirers, and ſtood in no 
need of your interpretation to make him conſiſtent. 
Though he believed that Chriſt as God was intitled 

| | to 
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to divine honours, (which, by the way, all rational 
creatures could not be ſuppoſed to know antecedently 
to a command, or a revelation of it) he held that 
the worſhip due to him as mediator, depended en- 
tirely on the divine command: and I deſire the 
reader to obſerve, what you have entirely over- 
looked, that this great writer, in the paſſage now 
in queſtion, was ſpeaking only of the worſhip of the 
Lord Chriſt, as the uEDIATOR. On this account 
the paſſage was directly to the author's purpoſe, 
and therefore you, and not be, are to ſtand cor- 
rected, 

Nor have you done yourſelf more credit in 
your remark on Mr. Baxter's words, had God 
bid me pray to Angels, I would not have refuſed, 
but have taken it for my honour.” —1 ſhould not 
“have expected (ſay you, p. 23.) a ſuppoſition 
from this great man, that implies an abſurdity z 
*© what greater one can there be than for God to 
** command and forbid a thing at theſame time?” 
The abſurdity, Sir, is entirely of your own making. 
If God had commanded the worſhip of angels, in 
any part of his'word, he would not have forbidden 
it in other parts, This, Mr. Baxter muſt be un- 
derſtood as ſuppoſing. And where is the- abſur- 
dity of the idea that God might have required 
this? I cannot ſee any reaſon, ſeparate from the 
divine determination to the contrary, to think that 
it would have been inconſiſtent with any of the 
perfections of deity, for him to have appointed 
angels as mediators between himſelf and men, and 
to have required us to apply to them as ſuch, for 
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the reception of the bleſſings he had promiſed to 
beftow through them. If this had been the caſe, 
will any dare to fay, that they would not have 
complied ? Such addreſſes to his appointed mini- 
ſters, in obedience to his command, would have been 
duty to Him. The reaſon I do not pray to angels, 
who are ſaid to be his miniſtring ſpirits, is, that God 
has forbidden it; and refuſing it, on this ground, 
is a due reverence to the ſupreme Being. On the 
ſame principle, the worſhip of Chriſt, as the me- 
diator, is not idolatry, but a part of duty to his 
God and Father, to whom the glory is to be ul- 
timately referred, according to that expreſs require- 


ment, (Phil. ii. 11.) to confeſs that Feſus Chriſt is 


Lord to the glory of God the Father “. 

Herein many Trinitarians, if it be a crime, 
are equally criminal with others, But it cannot 
be a crime to do that which the word of God war- 
rants. And that it does warrant, if not prayer to 
Chriſt, at leaſt aſcripiions of praiſe to the Lamb that 
was ſlain, is as evident as that thoſe terms relate to 
the mediator of the new covenant, the man Chriſt 
Jeſus; and it behoves thoſe who neglect to adopt 
them to conſider, whether ſuch neglect be con- 


ſiſtent with a due regard to God's revealed will, 


— 1 am, Sir, &c. 


On this head ſee Ben. Mordecai's 3d Letter, p. 100, 


LET. 


191 


LETTER IV. 


S 1 M, 

HAT part of Mr, Fawcett's work which 

you, next animadvert upon (p. 23.) is taken 
cut of its proper connexion, where it ſtands with 
peculiar advantage, (Cand. Ref. p. 72.) as part of 
the advice given, by the writer, “to his hoſpita- 
ble friend,” with reſpect to his converſation with his 
different gueſts, in order to abate their prejudices 
againſt each other. Having impartially ſuggeſted 
what was proper for the correction of heterodox 


bigots, our author proceeds to hint at ſome queries 


which might be propoſed with advantage to his 
orthodox friends, for ſoftening their prejudices a- 
gainſt their opponents, I cannot but think them 
judicious and candid, and I wiſh you had duly 
attended to the deſign of them, as you would then 
have anſwered them in a different manner.—Your 
anſwers to the two firſt queries I paſs, with only 
deſiring you to conſider, whether“ that pride, 
« want of caution, and indulging a fertile ima- 
* gination,” which you juſtly repreſent as having 
* introduced much confuſion among chriſtians,” 
be not more properly laid at their door, who have 
invented and inſiſted upon the uſe of hard technical 
terms, as the ſtandards of orthodoxy, than theirs 
who are for reſting ſatisfied with the ſimplicity of 
ſcripture-language, 

The 
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The next queſtion, reſpecting the fallibility of 


'one party as well as of the other, gives you great 


offence, as implying * a very invidious and un- 
“ juſt reflection of the author on his brethren :” 
and you aſk, © Whether he has ever converſed 
* with one of them who had the arrogance to pre- 
* tend to infallibility?“ I know not what be has 
done, but 7 have converſed with many, (as well 
as read the writings of others) who have 
claimed ſomething very much like it: who have 
expreſſed themſelves with all that poſitivity con- 
cerning their own ſoundneſs, and the dangerous 
errors of others, which indicated that, in this point 
at leaſt, they bought inen infallible; which 
diſcovered equal arrogance” with theirs who ex- 
preſy make the claim to infallibility; and, while 
in words they denied it, manifeſted greater weak- 
neſs and inconſiſtency. 

The author's next queſtion gives you yet more 
offence. © Have they not the ſame right to inter- 
5 pret ſcripture for themſelves?” At this you 


exclaim, . uncandid inſinuation ! the perſons you 


t reproach maintain the right of private judgment; 
« and of every man's interpreting ſcripture for 
& himſelf.” But you know, Sir, they alſo threaten 
thoſe with damnation who, in the exerciſe of this 
right, happen to underſtand ſcripture differently 
from them. Tou yourſelf, in effect, do it in 
this very paſſage; in which you ſay, © that Right 
is not a preſervative againſt embracing and propa- 
gating damnable berefies.” With what greater pro- 


priety can thoſe Proteſtants be ſaid to allow every 


one's 
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one's right of interpreting ſeripture for himſelf, who 
threaten damnation for rejecting their interpreta- 
tions, than the church of Rome herſelf may ? She 
will tell you, ſhe allows men to think for them- 
ſelves, hut warns them to think differently from 
HER at their peril.— The old trick of crying out, 
damned heretic,” when a man, in examining the 
ſcripture for himſelf, happens to change his opi- 
nion of ſome things which the church had deter- 
mined orthodox, originated in Popery ; and has 
been of admirable ſervice to ſupport that ſyſtem 
of eccleſiaſtical tyranny, by frightening men from 
a free enquiry : Proteſtants adopted it from them, 
but it is high time that it was relinquiſhed to 
thoſe who vented i it, and can fo much more con- 
ſiſtently uſe it. You produce 2 Pet. ii. 1. (which 
they have often brought before) © to guard pro- 
« feſſors againſt indifference as to truth and error.” 
The ſacred writer, you allow, does not enumerate 
e thoſe hereſies which he calls damnable, excepting 
e that capital one, denying the Lord that bought 
« them;” and this you are pleaſed to underſtand, 
of denying Chriſt to be one of three diſtinct co-equal 
perſons in the Godhead ;, or, more properly, denying 
or doubting the propriety of theſe terms : as if there 
was no difference between rejecting human modes of 
expreſſion concerning Chriſt, and rejecting Chrift him- 
ſelf; or as if a man who believed in Jeſus Chriſt 


as the Son of God, and received his word as the 


only rule of his faith, involved himſelf in the 
ſame guilt, for a mere miſtake (granting it to be 
one)-concerning the ſcripture account of the per- 

ſon 
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ſon or eſſence of Chriſt, (which you allow to be 
myſterious) with a man who denies his divine 
miſſion, who reviles him as an impoſtor, and writes, 
or ſpeaks, in direct oppoſition to the known doctrines 
of his word!“ This is your great candour ! with 
regard to which you fo often complain of the 


author's injuſtice in ſuppoſing you and your friends 
defective. 


Your omiſſion of the next queſtions, which you 
ſpeak of as various,“ is ſomewhat remarkable. 
Now the reader ſhould be told, theſe various 
queſtions are but woe, and theſe take up exactly 
three lines, They are as follows, © are there not 


| / | 
% Tis no eaſy thing, ſays the great Dr. Over, to ſhew 
what hereſy is in Neal, whether this or that particulat 
error be an hereſy or not; whether it be hereſy in this or 
that man, &c. —Generally, errors are about things hard to 
be underſtood, concerning which it is very difficult to paſs 
the ſentence of hereſy. No judge of hereſy, ſince the Apoſtle's 
days, but hath been obnoxious to error in that judgment; | 
and thoſe that have been the forwardeſt to aſſume a judicature, 
and power of diſcerning between truth and error, ſo as to 
have others regulated thereby, having erred moſt foully, — 

Ignorance of men's invincible prejudices, of their con > owl ; 
deſires, aims, hopes, fears—ſenfibleneſs of our own infirmi- 
ties—darkneſs,; knowing but in part, ſhould work in us 4 
charitable opinion of poor erring creatures, that do it perhaps 
with as upright, fincere hearts and affections as ſome enjoy 


truth. How tender is Salvian in his judgment of the Arian ! 


they are (ſaith he) heretics, but they know it not: heretics | 
to us, but not to themſelves ;—what they are to us, that are 

we to them: they err, but with a good mind, and for this 

cauſe God ſhews mercy towards them.” 


Oven's Collect. Serm. p. 49% 
cc in 
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ein their writings the evidences of learning and 
« modeſty? Are not their lives blameleſs, exem- 
« plary and uſeful?” What your reaſon was for 
not anſwering theſe as particularly as the reſt, I 
leave the reader to gueſs, Perhaps it was ſuch 
candeur, as made you backward to ſay all you 
thought. —The next enquiry is, Whether in all 
* thele reſpects they do not juſtly claim our eſ- 

e teem ?” You anſwer, wwe do eſteem them for 
« every virtue, for every excellence that adorns 
their characters [though we do not acknowledge 
« thoſe ſpecified above.] Why then do you charge 
„your brethren with G&igotted and unfriendly 
* thoughts of others? But it is conſiſtent with 
the apparent deſign of your Letter.” Doubt- 
leſs that efteem is exceedingly great, and they are 
much indebted to you for it, which you profeſs 
towards hem in common with virtuous beathens or 
moral infidels, and which you maintain conſiſtently 
with condemning them as © bringing in damnable 
* berefies (as you do in this very page) deny ing the 
Lord that bought them!”—The © apparent deſign 
e of Mr. F's Letter, ” was to cenſure ſuch an eſ- 
teem as this, as very defective; and it is aſtoniſhing 
that you ſhould intimate the leaſt ground of com- 
plaint; eſpecially, as he is willing to acknowledge 
even ſuch “ ſerious accuſers“ as chriſtian brethren, 
The next enquiry is peculiarly intereſting, and 
the diſcuſſion of it will, in a great meaſure, ſerve 
to determine the proper extent of our chriſtian 
charity. * Are they not perfectly agreed with us 
in 
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50 Chriſtian Catholiciſm defended. 
in acknowledging one God, and one mediator Bheltveen 


God and Man, the man Chriſt Feſus ? Is not ſuch an 
agreement an infinitely ſtronger bond of union than 


any mode of mere human ſpeculation or expreſ- 


fion?”—Your anſwer is, We agree in a form of 
* words, but differ as much in ſentiment as in our 
“ ideas of creator and creature. Permit me to 
e aſk what you-mean by a mere mode of human 
e ſpeculation or expreſſion. If you aim to make 
* your readers believe that the Trinitarians and 
* Anti-trinitarians differ only, or principally, in 
* matters of ſpeculation or expreſſion, it is an at- 
* tempt to deceive: them, as you very well know, 
% &c.” I ſhall make no remark upon the heinous 
charge here brought againſt the author, as attempt- 
ing. to deceive his readers ; I only aſk whether this 
be a ſpecimen of your great eſteem ? You go on 
thus: “ You very well know the ſubject of the 
e controverſy is, whether there is one perſon in 
& the Godhead, even the Father, or whether there 
are three perſons in the Godhead; and the Son 
and the Holy Spirit be God, effentially equal 
* with the Father, though perſonally diſtin& from 
« him?” You add, © I ſincerely wiſh theſe 
„ things were attended to in a manner ſuited 
© to their importance.“ So do I. It is my 
intention, and I doubt not, that of our worthy 
author, that they ſhould, It is our earneſt wiſh 
that our readers would examine the ſubject with 
impaftiality; would be more ſolicitous about ideas 
than words, and would pay more deference to 
: | the 
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che word of God than to human creeds. It would, 
doubt not, then appear, that the differences ſup- 
poſed between judicious Trinitarians, (who really 
hold the Unity of Deity) and their opponents, are 
principally verbal, and do not neceſſarily affect their 
worſhip, their practice, or any part of their chriſtian 
character and conduct, more than the differences be- 
tween the various claſſes of Trinitarians themſelves. 
As to that, which you tell us, in the above paſ- 
ſage, is the true ſubject of the controverſy,” the 
ſcripture no where ſtates the doctrine of the Trinity 
in any ſuch terms; which it ſurely would have done, 
if they contain the proper and eſſential notion of it, 
The terms uſed are confeſſedly human, and whether 
the ſenſe of them be ſcriptural or not, it is impoſ- 
ſible to ſay, till thoſe who adopt them declare 
WHAT IT 18. —But enough of this already, ſee p. 11. 
Let me beg you to review what I have there writ- 
ten, and tell us, if you can, what you mean by the 
terms you ule, and wherein the ideas of your oppo- 
nents differ from your own, in regard to the nature of 
the great oBJEcT of worſhip, and the real glory of the 
PERSON of Chriſt, of which you ſay, “ your ſen- 
„ timents and theirs (though you may uſe the 
* ſame ſeripture words) are as different as creator 
„ and creature.” This repreſentation may appear 
plauſible, but J apprehend it is for want of a juſt 
compariſon of ideas on the different ſides of the 
_ queſtion. Mr. F. has ſtated them with great clear- 
des, ſo far as ideas are to be had, in the cloſe of 
bis Etter, p. 92, 93. Which paſſage proves, to 
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32 Chriſtian Catholiciſm defended. 
my fulleſt ſatisfaction, that the contending parties 
are agreed in more important points than thoſe in which 
they differ. It is ſomewhat remarkable, that you 
have not beſtowed a ſingle note on this part of his 
performance, which brings the matter to a point, 
and illuſtrates and confirms the whole of his pre- 
ceding argument. Till you invalidate the force 
of his reaſoning here, the point we are now in- 
ſiſting upon, will be allowed to be fully eſta- 
bliſhed. 

Now if it be proved, that there is no eſſential 
difference among chriſtians, on the ſubject of the 
Trinity, it follows of courſe that no objection ought 
to be made againſt joining in the erdination of can- 
didates for the miniſtry, or receiving perſons into 
Church communion, MERELY on account of a dif- 
ference in expreſſion or of ſentiment concerning 
THIS DOCTRINE ; and much leſs merely becauſe of 
their objecting to any particular explications of it. 
I might therefore be excuſed in paſſing over what 
you have advanced in relation to both theſe, How- 
ever, 1 will briefly remark upon a few things, in 
this part of your Letter, which appear the moſt 


' plauſible. And frft, as to concurring in Ordina- 


tion. I do not fee © how a candidate for the mi- 
„ niſtry” can be ſaid (as p. 25.) to decline giving 
« ſatisfaction as to his belief of the moſt important 
«* articles of chriſtian faith,” merely becauſe he 
does not adopt any buman explications of thole ar- 
ticles z or that he can be charged, on this account, 


with prevarication, or concealing his ſentiments;“ 


nor 
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nor how it can ** occaſion uncomfortable reflections 
jn the mind of any miniſter to concur in the or- 
„dination“ of ſuch an one, whoſe character is ir- 
reproachable, and who appears to undertake the 
miniſtry with the beſt views, and diſpoſed to a di- 
ligent diſcharge of the duties of it. I ſhould think 
it would, or ought, to occaſion much more pain- 
ful refle&tions, to have treated a ſerious, modeſt 
young man, of good abilities and diſpoſitions, and 
in an evangelical ſtrain of preaching, with neglect, 
and to fix a ſtigma upon his character which might 
prevent his uſefulneſs in the church through life.“ 
What you next advance (p. 27.) about preaching 
on “ doctrinal as well as practical ſubjects,“ might 
have been ſpared, as I do not find any thing in 
Mr. F.'s pamphlet which could give a juſt occaſion 
for it. That chriſtians are to be taught moral duties 
only, is a ſentiment to which he has not given the 
ſmalleſt countenance, either in this publication or 
any other, any more than in the general ſtrain of 


* Remarkable are the words of the excellent Mr. Benjamin 
Bennett to this purpoſe ; ** How many great and excellent 
perſons are loſt to the generality of the neighbourhood, and 
too often to the church ; their reputation wounded, and their 
uſefulneſs deſtroyed - by the influence of bigotry and ſchiſm, 


purely on account of ſome ſuppoſed error, that an uncharita- 


ble faction has ſet a brand upon! The church has long felt the 
miſchief of ſuch a temper. I wiſh we do not ſee the further ill 
effects of it in ſome remarkable inſtances in our day, particu- 
larly in diſcouraging ſome of the ſtrongeſt heads and warmeſt 


hearts in the miniſtry, as well as candidates and ſtudents for 


it,” Jrenicum, p. 108. 
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his preaching. The opinion of Mr. Jeſepb Mil. 
* liams about right preaching,” is no way binding 
upon the author, merely becauſe he was going to 
print ſome account of that good man. However, 
Mr. F. has no objection to that view of the matter, 
and in regard to the preſent ſubje& of debate could 
make it appear that Mr. W. 's ideas co-incided more 
with his than with yours. 

I need only refer you to a late diſcourſe of his 
at an ordination, on preaching Chriſt, as an anſwer 
to your injurious inſinuation here, and in the three 
tollowing pages; to which I may add, p. 36, 37. 
about preaching natural religion. The author has 
not ſo much as hinted his diſapprobation of preach- 
ing even on “ controverſial ſubjects,“ though per- 
haps you may juſtly ſuppoſe that he prefers in the 
general, practical ones; you had therefore no juſt 
occaſion to aſk him, „what doctrine of divine re- 
4 velation is not a ſubject of controverſy.” How- 
ever, as you have aſked it, I anſwer, many; and 
| thoſe the moſt important, I cannot better expreſs 
my own view of this matter than in the words of 
Mr. Bennett, who in his propoſals with a view to 
peace and unity, mentions this as one, that the 
«general and important doctrines of religion be 
more ſtudied—luch as, the being and perfections 
« of God, the divinity of the holy ſcriptures; the 
te truth and excellence of the chriſtian religion; 
« the immortality of the ſoul ; the certainty of a 
t future ſtate of rewards and puniſhments ; the 
= necefnity of mortification, of ſelf- denial, of living 


66 godly, 
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* godly, ſoberly, and righteouſly in this preſent 
* world, &c.” Theſe (to which others might be 
added) are not the ſubjects of controverſy. And 
concerning theſe I will add, in the words of the 
ſame author, © as they are the great principles and 
foundations of practical religion, and have the 
<« greateſt tendency to cultivate and improve the 


* mind, ſo they challenge our chiefeſt regard. I 


*« reckon it a fatal miſtake, and indeed one main 
e occalion of the apoſtacy of the church, that we 
have been drawn to a neglect of theſe great and 
* general doctrines, and have ſuffered our zeal to 
„ ſpend itſelf upon little controverſies, and ſome- 
* times upon fancies of our own invention. How 
far this error has affected our academies and 
* ſchools of education, I ſhan't at preſent enquire, 
* but can't forbear thinking, it is a ſorry prepara- 
“tion for the pulpit, for a young man to have 
& his head filled with little but the ſubtleties of 
“the ſupra-lapſarian and the ſub lapſarian ichemes ; 
with queſtions about the extent of Chriſt's 
death, &c.” [and I may add, with the /echncal 
language of the ſchools concerning the Trinity. Wo 
„Were we under the power and influence of the 
great doctrines I have mentioned, we ſhould 
* ſoon diſcern the vanity of—wrangling about 
« uncertain ſpeculations.” Trenicum, p. 114. 
As to thoſe doctrines which you mention, p. 28, 
as of the utmoſt importance to be believed and 


preached, becauſe of their influence on the practice, 


it does not x appear our author has any objection to 
E 4 them, 
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them. I muſt alſo obſerve, that in reſpe& to zbeſe 


doctrines, though (as you ſay) „ there is a real 
„difference in men's ſentiments concerning them,” 


there is often a much greater in their modes of ex- 


preſſion , that as, on the one hand, ſome may fall 
ſhorr of the true ſcripture-doctrine, others go as 


far beyond it; and that, after all, men may be 


confuſed and even miſtaken in their ideas, in re- 
gard to ſome circumſtances relating to theſe and 
other points, and even the doctrines themſelves, 
without having their chriſtian character or ſpiritual 
fate affected thereby, If indeed men always ated 
conſiſtently with their ſentiments, - and eſpecially if 
they were to practiſe in all reſpects as others think 
their notions require, your method of arguing 
would be more concluſive. But it is happy that 
men do not follow their ſentiments into all their 
real conſequences, and it is highly unwarrantable 
for others to charge them with this, and eſpecially 
where they expreſly deny theſe conſequences. If 


this principle were to be admitted, perhaps your 


opponents might eaſily retort, and charge you with 
Tritheiſm, with Antinomianiſm, &c. and repreſent 
you as * promoting doctrines ſubverſive of all re- 
«* ligion.” Of ſuch charges you complain (p. 33.) 
and, I allow, juſtly, I am perſuaded you abhor 
ſuch conſequences of your doctrines, and do not 
ſee, (nor do J) that they lead to ſuch practices. I 
Join with Mr. F. and yourſelf in cenſuring thoſe 
who bring againſt you ſuch an uncharitable and 
unjuſt reproach ; which, however, is very far from 


being 
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being an univerſal one with thoſe whom you think 
moſt widely different from yourſelves. Now, on 
the ſame principles on which I plead for candour 
in others towards you, and on which moſt of them 
really exerciſe it, (ſo far as moral character and 
final ſalvation are concerned) I plead for it in you 
towards them; and I am perſuaded, if you and they 
are ſincerely defirous to know the truth, and to do 
the will of God, that you are ſo far agreed, in all 
that is important, at leaft eſſential in religion, as to 
lay a foundation for“ that communion with them 
in divine ordinances, on every occaſion,” for which 
our author pleads, p. 74. Upon this paſſage you 
aſk, in amazement, ** What would be your ſerious 
thoughts of a communion of chriſtians when the 
« belief of the cbjett of their worſhip is fo various 
„and oppoſite ?” I have already ſhewn, that the 
object of worſhip in all the parties is the ſame, viz. 
THE ONE LIVING AND TRUE GoD—tbe God and 
Father of our Lord Jeſus Chrifl, though they differ 
in their jdeas, and yet more in their language, con- 
cerning him. You go on toaſk, * What a com- 
* munion would that be where the communicants 
« entertained ſuch a diverſity of opinions as you 
* there repreſent?” A delightful communion, 
truly, 7 ſhould think it, if I believed the lives of 
all holy, and their hearts ſincere; and I ſhould 
rejoice in an opportunity of ſeeing a number of 
perions, fo differing in language and ſentiment, 
agreeing to worſhip the ſame God, to pay their 
acknowledgments to their common Lord, and to 
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embrace one another as brethren. I would gladly 


join them, on ſuch an occaſion, to teſtify my 


brotherly affection for them. I ſhould think it a 
lictle heaven below, and a delightful emblem of 
that union which ſhall take place in the general af- 


fembly above. You go on to ſtate the prodigious 


difference among the perſons ſuppoſed thus to 
unite, as a proof that it would be © a ſtrange he- 
* terogeneous communion, and indeed, no c. 
« munion, except in the external part of the ordi- 
„ nance,” —** While ſome of the communicants 
(fay you) * believe the Deity of the Son and Holy 
„ Ghoſt, others of them think theſe are only 


* names and offices of the ſame perſon ;—ſome 


* think that Chriſt is a mere man, and had no 
«. exiſtence: before his incarnation ; others, that he 
is the. firſt and moſt / glorious creature, —and 
others, that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are two 


«© ſubordinate derived and dependent beings.” 


Wonderful difference to be ſure !—if we judge of 
it by the language the different parties uſe : but 
tell us what their ideas are, and whether there be 
not ſome general repreſentation of the matter to 
which they all conſent, and upon which they all ac. 
Such we have already ſeen there is; viz. that there 
is one God and one mediator between God and man, &c. 
This I ſay, with our author, is a bond of union 
e infinitely ſtronger than an agreement in mere 
human modes of explanation and human forms 
« of expreſſion.” On this principle, while you 
and Aga; friends ſtand out, and aſk, + What kind 

"Y Hof 
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* of communion this would be,” and deny that 
there could be any, except in the external part 
* of the ordinance,” we ſhould earneſtly with hat 
ye alſo may have fellowſhip with us, and ſhould add, 
with the Apoſtle, Truly our fellowſhip is with the 
Father, and with his Son Jeſus Chriſt, 1 John i. 3. 
But what is of the greateſt importance to be 
obſerved here is, - that be the difference between 
theſe perſons what it may, in words or in ideas, 
there is the ſame, or as great, in both, among thoſe 
whom you repreſent as agreed in this point of 
faith; which indeed is ſo obvious, that, in the 
foregoing repreſentation, one might almoſt imagine, 


were it not for the connexion, you had been de- 


ſcribing the differences among Trinitarians. From 
Mr. F.'s view of the matter, (which I have already 
repreſented, (p. 29.) and which you do not at- 
tempt to diſpute) it may be ſaid of tbem almoſt in 
the words you ule reſpecting the other : Some of them 
viz. the Medaliſts], believe that the Father, Son, 
and Spirit are only the names and offices of the ſame 
perſen | or being]: ſome of them [ viz. the Alhanafians] 
think that Chriſt is a mere man, and had no exiſtence 
before his incarnation, [though the Logos had, who 
was the eternal God, and thus they really make 
Chriſt a “creature, though not the firſt]. Others 
[ viz. the Nicene fathers, with Dr. Owen, &c.] are 
perſuaded that there is ene ſupreme being [or perſon} 
who is the Father | the fountain of Deity], and that 
the Son and Holy Gbeſt are ſubordinate beings, having 
derived their efſence I ſrom him. II may enlarge 
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the account of their diverlity, by adding—others 
of them [Mr. Howe, &c.] think the chrec perſons 
to be three infinite co; equal ſpirits. And if it 
ſhould be yet further added, that many aſſent to 
the common language concerning the Trinity, but 
have zo ideas at all of its import; and that others, 
it they have any, do really conceive of the three 
perſons as three Gods, there will appear to be a 
far greater diverſity among the Trinitarians than 
you have ſuppoſed among the Anti trinitarians“. 
I may now aſk, in my turn, © what fort of a 
* communion is this?“ My readers may naturally 
anſwer, much ſuch an one as the former. Where then 
is the propriety of ſeparating communions in 
this caſe more than in that? And why could you 
* not ſatisfy yourſelf to join in communion” with 
one of the ſe bodies of chriſtians, as well as with the 


The Trinitarians (ſays Mr. Bennet) have run into ſuch 
different inconſiſtent hypotheſes, that the adverſaries of the 
doctrine have taken occaſion from thence to form a five-fold 
Trinity. (1.) The Ciceronian, becauſe Tully ſays Suftineo ego 
tres perſonas ; thus they make the Godhead only three rela- 
tions. (2.) The Carieſian, which makes the three perſons 
three infinite minds. (3.) The Platonic ; conſiſting of three 
co-eternal perſons, of which the ſecond and third are ſubor- 
dinate to the firſt. (4.) The Arifotelian ; which makes the 
three perſons one God, becauſe they have one numerical ſub. 
ſtance. (5 ) The Trinity of the Mob, which is held by the 
common people, or by ſuch lazy divines as only ſay, in ſhort, 
It is an inconceivable myſtery, and that thoſe are as much in 
fault, who go about to explain it, as thoſe who oppoſe it.“ 

Stilling fieet's Defence, Pref. p. 5. 


other t 
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other? If you ſhould ſay, * however differently 
Trinitarians may think of the modus of the exiſt- 
ence of the three perſons (as p. 17.) they agree 


in the general acknowledgment of three perſons in 
one eſſence; I reply, then, after all, You agree 


„in a form of wok ps,“ (and thoſe merely numan). 
« but not in SENTIMENT;”* and is this a Setter 


* bond of union” than that which our author 
pleads for as ſufficient ? An aſſent to the doctrine 
as it is expreſſed in ſcripture, in the words which 
not man's wiſdom, but the Holy Ghoſt teatheth. 


That you ſhould repreſent it as“ improper and 
© uncandid in an Anti-irinitarian to deſire commu- 
nion with a Trinitarian church,” is very extra- 


ordinary, I ſhould think it a mark of great can- 
dour for ſuch an one to be willing to unite with 
thoſe who are ſuppoſed to differ ſo widely from 
himſelf; and if they refuſe him for no other rea- 
fon than his equally differing from them, I cannot 
ſee how he can, with any propriety, be accuſed as 
defective in candour, if he ſhould repreſent them 
as offending againſt the rules of chrifitan cha- 


The recital of orthodox terms and phraſes is no ſuffi- 
tient evidence of an orthodox Faith, unleſs their meaning 
be well and rightly apprehended. It is very poſſible for a 
man to talk after a Syſtem, or a Catechiſm, or an eſtabliſhed 
article, and ſubſcribe all, without putting a right meaning 
to the words, or indeed without any meaning at all. I am 
very much out if this be not your own caſe, and that of others 
of our ſubſcribing bre.hren, aſter all their zeal for ſubſcrip. 
tions. 

Mr. S. Breaune's Letter to Mr. Reynolds, p. 10. 
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ty ;” eſpecially as the great head of the church 
has given no warrant to his churches to reject any, 
on account of a different explanation of any chriſtian 
doctrine, nor mentioned any one point of faith 
as fundamental to chriſtianity and chriſtian fellow - 
ſhip, but the belief that he 7s the Cbriſt*; and ſince 


this was the only profeſſion of faith which the pri- 


mitive church required, See to this purpoſe, Rom. 
x. 9. Jobn iv. 3. v. 15. As viii. 37. Mat. xvi. 
14— 19. 

Your next obſervation (p. 32.) is ſuperſeded by 
what has already been ſaid, © that perſons of dif- 
« ferent opinions reſpecting the object af worſhip, 
* ſhould aſſociate with congregations of the ſame 


++ faith with themſelves.” Is a perfect agreement, 


then, about the object of worſhip, neceſſary to com- 
munion? Why on this, which of all ſubjects, is the 
moſt profound, more than on any other? But 
where is ſuch an agrecment to be found? And how 
is it to be known, even where there is ſuch an union, 
unleſs the perſons profeſſing it come to an expla- 
nation? I am afraid, Sir, this principle would 
carry you much further than you was aware of. 


If, in order to communion in goſpel-ordinances, 


That the belief of no doctrine is fundamental, but what 
ſcripture hath expre/ly made /o, ſee proved in Three Conferences, 
p. 25—26. To this purpoſe are the words of Mr. S. Browne, 
(ib. p. 27.) No doctrines of mere revelation are to be made 
fundamental to ſalvation, or to brotherly communion, that 
cannot be expreſſed in the wor Ds of the revelation itſelf ; 
nor all that can, unleſs this ſtreſs be manifeſtly laid upon 
them in it.” 


1 
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it be held neceſſary that perſons be agreed in all 
reſpects (and if not in all, I ſhould be glad to know 
how far they may diſagree) reſpecting the great 
object of worſhip ; what wretched diviſions would 
this create in the church of Chriſt, too much divi- 
ded alrcady! But you are pleaſed to ſay quite | 
the contrary. Such a rule of conduct would '1 
* have prevented many unhappy diviſions.” This | 
is truly paradoxical. Such a rule of conduct has 
been the chief occaſion of the unhappy diviſions 
which have taken place, and if purſued would moſt 
certainly occaſion many more. | 
As to that Charity which you talk of, p. 32. as q 
what you are ready to exerciſe towards all who 
differ from you, this (as I have already ſhewn} © f 
falls vaſtly ſhort of what the goſpel requires among 


—— 6 OS — 3 


: chriſtians, and is no other than what you would 
exerciſe towards an heathen man and a publican.— 1 

Jam, and wiſh to be thought, I 

Your Chriſtian Brother. {| 

4 | | 
L-E:T FS V. 11 


E now proceed to the objections which 1 
other perſons make to our author's work, 1 
and to what you advance for the confirmation of . | 


them. He is accuſed of a deſign to“ explode I 
the uſe of the word Trinity, and you don't won- 4 
„der he ſhould.” If he had deſigned this, I ſee . 
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no great harm in it, as it is merely human, and 


has been the occaſion of many unhappy debates. 


Nor would our author, in this caſe, have been 
more criminal than Luther, (ſee Cand. Ref. p. 77.) 
But I have already ſhewn that this charge was 
groundleſs, (ſee p. 7.) The objection to the 
uſe of the word in prayer, and your remarks upon 
that, I have allo noticed, p. 39. Perhaps alſo 
enough has betore been faid to ſhew the injuſtice 
of the next accuſation, viz. ** deſigning to repre- 
„ ſent the doctrine ide as of little importance.” 
I have already produced a paſſage from the au- 
thor's work, (not in immediate connexion with 
this charge) in which he ſtrongly aſſerts the con- 


trary. But you ſeem backward to believe him, 


becauſe he has not told us the degree of impor- 
*'tance” which he aſſigns to this doctrine “, and 
| becauſe 


* Perhaps the Letter-writer infinuated a reflection upon 


the author, for not having been explicit with regard to his 
e ſentiments on the doctrine of the Trinity. His words 


are, (p. 34.) ** I cannot pretend to aſcertain the degree of 
its importance in your mind, as you have not been pleaſed 
© to indulge your readers by being explicit with reſpect to 
te the doctrine of the Trinity or any other, &c.” If he 


meant what I have ſuggeſted, and what others have remarked, 


with ſome degree of ſeverity, I would beg leave to obſerve, 
that it was of very little importance for the author, and what 
the defign of his work by no means required, to ſtate his own 
diſtinguiſhing opinion upon this point. But it will moſt ef- 
fectually remove the cenſure to inform the inattentive reader 
that this is what the author actually has done. See Cand. Ref. 


p- 09, 
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becauſe of * the extenſive plan of communion 
*which he has formed,” You have extended the 


charge, and tell him, © Tt feems to be of no great 


importance, in his view, whether perſons be- 
i Tieve [any of] the great truths of revelation or 
als] provided they uſe the ſame fcripture- 
* phrafes. As if you thought ſcriprure- phraſes 
meant nothing at all, and that when perſons ſay, 
they believe all that the ſcripture exprelly teaches, 
they believed nothing, It is true, men may have 
different'ideas who adopt the ſame ſcriprore- exprel- 
ſions; Bot it is paying a poor compliment to the 
word of God, Which was deſigned for perſons of 
common underſtandings, N ſay, Thar a man may 
aſſent to the language it uſes, on all the ſevetal 
Poinirs of faith, and yet not believe rhe great doc- 
trines of revelation. Surely the leading doctrines 
of tevelation ſuch a man muſt believe; though he 
or be under ſome miſtakes concerning others not 

fo clearly' revealed, or may differ in his ideas 
ahbut them from other perlons who agree to uſe 
the ſame form of words; Y which we "have already 


p. 695 ae he is very explicit in the avowal of Dr. Do. 
age“ reßrelentation of the matter, as coinciding with his 


own views. I profeſs (ſays he) the higheſt eſteem for 


the Poctor's interpretation of ſcripture, on this ſubject, as 

dhe beſt I have ever met with.“ And then candidly. adds, 
ee but I moſt fincerely juſtify my brethren in their attachment 
to any different interpretation. What the doctor's view of 
Ln be has een 5 p. 29— 
386} a} 24 . 
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ſeen may alſo be the caſe with thoſe who adopt: 
the ſame human explications of them, Mr. F. does 
not deny that it is of importance to have clear and 
Juſt ideas. of ſcripture-truth ; but this he thinks 
the uſe of human words is not effectual to promote, 
nor neceſſary to aſcertain, in order to chriſtian com- 
munion. He readily allows that any perſons may 
lawfully and properly uſe their own words, or thoſe 
of other men, to expreſs their ideas of ſcripture- 
doctrine, but denies that they have any warrant to 
impoſe them upon others, or to refuſe communion 
with them, merely becauſe they cannot adopt ſuch 
explanations. How this can juſtify the accuſation 
of indifference to the great truths of revelation I 
cannot underſtand. 

As a further objection to the author's general 
reaſoning i it has been ſaid, that the doctrine of 
the Divine Omnipreſence is no more capable of par- 
ticular explanation than this of the Trinity.“ On 
this head, I agree with you, that his defence is not 
ſatisfactory; and I can eaſily conceive that you 
might not have ſeen the force of his argument. But 
give me leave to ſay, that in this caſe you ſhould 
have taken care not to have miſrepreſented it, which 
you have moſt evidently done. He ſays, © the 
& caſes are not parallel, becauſe the divine omni- 
<< preſence is a truth of natural religion, and the 
* Trinity depends abſolutely on divine revelation.” 
You underſtand him to mean,. That it is more ra- 
tional to believe what is taught by REASON ouly, than 
what is taught in Scrx1PTURE, Whereas it is plain 


3 his 
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his meaning was, that the doctrine of the divine 
omnipreſence is taught by reaſon as well as in 
ſcripture, and therefore has an additional claim to 
our belief. This ſentiment is exceedingly juſt. 
But the application of it here I do not defend; 
which nevertheleſs, the author himſelf, might be 
able to do. I muſt however obſerve, that what 
you have advanced is not at all more to the pur- 
poſe, and proves nothing but your determination 
to underſtand the writer in the worſt poſſible ſenſe, 
and to hold him up in the moſt obnoxious point of 
view. He has no where denied, or intimated a 
doubt, that ** the ſcripture, the ſtandard of divine 
& truth, demands our belief more than the fallible 
s reaſoning of men as to what they call natural re- 
„ ligion : and it was unjuſt to throw out ſuch an 
inſinuation. The author, having mentioned na- 
tural religion as affording additional ground to 
believe the divine omnipreſence, you take occa- 
ſion to abuſe him, and others, for inſiſting on the 
ſubject, or uſing the term; but evidently without 
underſtanding its meaning; though you here 
affect ſome diſplay of learning: for you confound 
the law of nature and the light of nature together, 
which are widely diſtinct ideas. If you had ob- 
ſerved the diſtinction, you would have ſpared your 
cenſure, and ſaved two pages of your work. As 
1 have granted that the author has not effectually 
anſwered the objection, and as this is a matter of 
confiderable importance, in the preſent controverſy, 
Iwill take the liberty to ſhew what appears to me 
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a very eaſy method of obviating the ſuppoſed diffi- 
culty. The force of the 'opponent's argument I 
think is this. You may as well object to the ne- 
« ceſſity of believing the divine omnipreſence, as 
« the doctrine of three perſons in one eſſence, be- 
* cauſe the one is no more capable of a particular 
* explication than the other.” The proper anſwer 
appears to me to be the following: . Sir, you don't 
ſtate the caſe fairly; you ſpeak of one doctrine in 
general terms, but the ther in the peculiar language 
of certain human creeds. If you ay, there is as 
much reaſon to believe the Trinity as the divine 
onmipreſence; or, to believe the ſcripture-doftrine of 
the Trinity as the ſcripture-· doctrine of the divine 
omniprefence, it is readily granted. I will go 
farther with you: there is as much reaſon for be- 
lieving the Trinity according to ſome human - 
plications of it, as for believing the divine Omni- 
preſence according to ſome human explications of it. 
Nay, there is as much reaſon for impoſing a pe- 
culiar mode of belief, as a term of communion, in one 
caſe as there is in the other. But it does not fol. 
low that, becauſe J ought to believe the doctrine 
of the divine Omnipreſence in general, as ſtated in 
ſeripture, that therefore I muſt believe the doctrine 
of the Trinity in a particular view of it as explains 
"-by men.” Between theſe caſes there is a wide and 
moſt palpable difference, which however, has tob 
generally been overlooked, And it is really ſur- 
priſing, that an aſſet to partieular modes of ex- 
planation, and human forms of expreſſion, ſhould 
; have. 


— —— ͤ ͤömg— 1: 


LEZT TES V. 69 
bave been ſo generally inſiſted upon in regard to 
the Trinity, and the doctrines connected with it, 
and yet diſpenſed with in regard to the Omnipreſence 
of God, (and other doctrines of a ſimilar nature) 
by thoſe perſons who are profeſſedly for putting 
both upon the ſame footing. The doctrine of the 
divine Omnipreſence (which the opponent. has ſe- 
lected) is doubtleſs as eſſential a perfection of 
Deity, and as neceſſary to the goverament of the 
univerſe, as any other; and the BELIEF of it muſt 
be of unſpeakable importance, in order tp our 
Worſhip, truſs, and obedience : But who is there that 
doubts whether a man believes this doctrine aright, 
votwirhſtanding his chufing to expreſs it only in 
ſcripture-language, or in general terms? Though 
different perſons have widely different and contrary 
ideas concerning it: —as different, indeed , (though 
not ſo various) as concerning the Trinity itſelf; 
ſome. belieying that God's preſence has no relation 
to ſpace, and others, that the divine being is infi- 
nitely extended through all ſpace and all bodies, 
Thoſe who take either (ide in this controverſy, and 
thoſe who take neither, but are ſatisfied with be- 
lieving, in general, that God's knowledge and 
power are unconfined, ſo that he is acquainted 


with every ſubject of knowledge, and has power 


to act as he pleaſes in every part of the univerſe, 
are allowed to believe all that is important, on this 
ſubject, to the honour of God, and to their own 
duty and happineſs. What then ſhould forbid our 
adopting the fame judgment in reference to the 
| F 3 doctrine 
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doctrine of the Trinity ? I will conclude this part 
of the debate, and all that relates to the argumen- 
tative part of Mr. F.*s performance, with an ad- 
mirable paſſage from Dr. Watts, which will ſerve 
to illuſtrate and confirm the general arguments in 
theſe Letters to the greateſt advantage. See his 
Eſſay on the Importance of any human ſchemes to ex- 
plain the Doctrine of the Trinity, at the end of his 
Uſeful and important Queſtions concerning Feſus the Son 
of God, p. 177—183. 

The learned world well knows what oveporeal | 
notions the famous ancient Father Tertullian had of 
the ſoul of man; what immaterial and refined 
opinions Des Cartes and his followers have enter- 
tained concerning the preſence or place of ſpirits ; 
and what were the contrary ſentiments of Dr. H. 
More and his admirers, Now may not a Tertul- 
lianiſt take proper care for the ſalvation of his ſoul, 
though he thinks the nature of it be corporeal ? 
May not the ſoul of a Carteſian find the right way 
to heaven, though he believes his ſoul exiſts in no 
certain place? May he not worſhip God with ac- 
ceptance, though he conceive of God himſelf as an 
infinitely wiſe and powerful mind, void of all ex- 
tenſion, and who hath no relation to place? And 
may not a Moriſt, with the fame acceptance, wor- 
ſhip the ſame God, though he believes him to be 
infinitely extended, and penetrating all bodies and 
all poſſible ſpaces ? 

„Lou will ſay, ſome of theſe perſons hold groſs 
inconſiſtencies, and believe impoſſibilities, while 

| they 
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they ſuppoſe a corporeal ſoul to be immortal, or a 
God infinitely extended who is a pure ſpirit; 
and therefore ſuch a ſoul cannot be immortal, and 
ſuch a God cannot know, or govern, or judge. 1 
anſwer, it may be ſo; theſe may be great incon- 
ſiſtencies, and yet a man may ſincerely believe 
them both, [ not ſeeing] the inconſiſtency of them. 
And if we muſt be condemned to Hell for be- 
lieving inconſiſtencies, then woe be to every ſon 
and daughter of Adam. What man in the world 
is free from error? And yet every error which he 


holds is perhaps conſiſtent with ſome truth which 
believes. It is hard to write anathema upon a 


man's forehead becauſe of ſome inconſiſtency in his 
opinions, while he believes all neceſſary truths, and 
practiſes all the neceſſary duties, relating to God, 
and Chriſt, and his own ſoul. You may object: 
He that believes God to be infinitely extended, 
does not believe him to be a ſpiritual being, who 
can know and judge human affairs, conſequently 
ſuch a man may be proved an Atheiſt. I reply: 
Muſt all the conſequences that can be drawn from 
the miſtakes of any man, be imputed to that man 
as his own opinions ? This would make dreadful 
work in the chriſtian church. The Arminian would 
reduce the Calviniſt into Blaſphemy and Atheiſm, 
and likewiſe the Calviniſt, the Arminian. I would 
add, by ſuch uncharitable conſtructions, the Car- 
tefian chriſtian might ſay, I can't join in worſhip 
* with Dr. More, &c. for we have not the ſame 
as 1. I worſhip a God who is a pure ſpirit— 
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72 Chriſtian Catbolicihin defended. 
but they a being infinitely extended and there- 
fore material.)“ The Mori might cry, with 
the ſame zeal, I cannot worſhip with a Carigſian, 
for he adores a God that is properly in no place, 
but T a God who is expanded through all.“ 
No if ſuch objections as theſe are indulged and 
ſupported, no two perſons could join together in 
any part of divine worſhip—for where could we 
find. two who had exactly the ſame notions of God? 
This wretched practice of imputing all the diſtant 
conſequences of a man' S opinions or miſtakes to 
him, is quite contrary to our Saviour's general 
rule, Matt. vii. 12.—-Now to apply theſe —_ 
to the preſent purpole. | 

Suppoſe Timon and Pithus both bikes Chriſt to 
be the true God, but Timon ſuppoſes him not to 
be. /e/f-exiſtent, becauſe. he ſaith he is a Son. On 
the other hand, Pitbus believes him to be ſelf- 
exiſtent, becauſe he is God: Has Pithus reaſon to 
ſay that Timon does not believe his Divinity? Or 
ſhould Timon conc lude that Pithus does not believe 
his Son- hip? Would it be agreeable to the reaſon 
of a man, or the charity of a chriſtian, that theſe 
two men ſhould anathematize one another, and 
ſeclude each other from chriſtian communion ?— 
Now what I would infer from hence is this, that 
ſince the different explications of the doctrine of 
the Trinity may be fo. abuſed; to give ſuch oc ca- 
ſions for conteſt, where chriſtians are not wiſe and 
charitable, I would rather exclude all the particiilar 
modes of explication from the terms of communion, 

Tere! . than 
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than] would exclude one chriſtian from the church 
of Chriſt.— To ſum up the whole, it is evident 
to me, that the whole ſcripture (as I have proved 
elſe where) lays the ſtreſs of our ſalvation upon the 
belief that Chriſt is the Meſſiah, the appointed, all- 
ſufficient Saviour; a truſt in the proper atonement 
or facrifice of Chriſt, for the forgiveneſs of ſins; 
a dependance on his grace and ſpirit for light and 
holineſs, and a ſubmiſſion to bis government, 
much more than it does upon any preciſe and 
exact notions concerning his divine and human 
nature, though the union of the divine and human 
nature in him are, in my judgment, neceffary to 
render his falvation compleat. Scripture reaches 
us to concern ourſelves about regeneration, and 
grace to be received from the bleſſed Spirit, more 
than about the nature or eſſence of that Spitit which 
regenerates vs. It makes our eternal intereſt de- 
pend upon the glorious characters, offices, and 
operations of the three perſons of the bleſſed Tri- 
nity, and our reſpective honours paid to them Cin 
thoſe offices], rather than upon our ' philoſophical 
and exact acquaintance with their inmoſt eſſence, 
and their perſonal diſtinctions. I muſt believe that 
the great God will make merciful allowances to 
ſincere ſouls for their different ſentiments, or for 
their ignorance and darkneſs in ſo ſublime and 
myſterious an article, which almoſt all parties al- 
low to n ſome unknowables and unconcely- 
ables in it.“ 

I now 
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74 Chriſtian Catholiciſm defended. 
1 new come to that part of your Letter which 


| is. meant to ſhew in what a diſingenuous man- 


ner Mr. F. has treated a variety of authors he 
„ has quoted.” This is of little conſequence to 
the ſubject of debate, but as it may be thought 
greatly to affect the character of the writer, (which 
many perſons are too ready to connect with the 


cauſſe) 1 ſhall make ſome remarks upon it. You 


propoſe mentioning ** a few inſtances only.“ It 
is pity you did not mention them all. Some will 
infer there are many more, and others perhaps, 
that theſe are all that you had detected, whatever 
your ſuſpicions or wiſhes might be.— The firſt is, 
—*< The author's quoting a paſſage from Calvin, 
in the ſiſt edition of his work, ſomewhat differently 
from the quotation in the ſecond, in which a part 
of it is omitted.“ You inſinuate that he muſt 
have had ſome baſe deſign in introducing it be- 
fore. A ſmall degree of candour would have led 
you; to ſuppoſe, what is undoubtedly the fat, — 

that in the fr edition the quotation was made at 
ſecond- hand, and in the /aft from Calvin's works, 
which are very diſtinctly referred to. As it now 
ſtands, it is at leaſt as much to the author's pur- 
poſe as before. This might have ſecured him 


from the ſuſpicions of any evil deſign. As to 


* Calvin's meaning,” let every reader judge for 

himſelf. 

The next quotation referred to, from Halyburton, 

has a worſe appearance, but perhaps the author 
may 
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may be able to make as good a defence *, He 
ought doubtleſs to have mentioned the caſe to 
which Mr. Halyburton refers, viz. that of taking 
the oath of abjuration; whereas the generality of 
readers might ſuppoſe, that he had a view to the 
doctrine of the Trinity. However, an attentive 
reader might ſee, from the former part of the quo- 
tation, that Mr. H. was not ſpeaking of do#irines, 
but of practices; and from the omiſſion of every 
thing about the Trinity, he might have ſuch an ap- 
prehenſion that he had no particular view to this 
point, as might lead him, (as in fact it has done 
you and others) to examine the book. It ſhould 
alſo be obſerved, that Mr. F. had done with quo- 
tations from authors who had expreſsly favoured 
his deſign, among whom he would doubtleſs have 
introduced this of Mr. H. as being remarkably to 
his purpoſe, if it had expreſsly referred to the 
Trinity. But in #his part of his work he was only 
ſuggeſting to his friend, in what manner to ad- 
dreſs himſelf to his gueſts in order to promote 
moderation among them, and ſays, that he might 
properly adopt the words of Mr. H. He ſhould 
have ſaid, the words of Mr. H. in another caſe 
* may properly be accommadated 20 this.” To 
have ſo ſaid would have been ſufficient to his 
purpoſe. I cannot ſuppoſe our author miſunder- 
derſtood this paſſage, but it is pgſible he might 
make an extract of the paſſage it{elf on ſome for- 


* See his Appendix, fince publiſhed, 
mer 


>. 
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mer occaſion, (perhaps in his common-place- book), 
and forger the circumſtance” referred to in it, by 
the time he came to infert it in this publication. 
This, of ſomething Hike it *, might poſſibly, and not 
Improbably, be the caſe, and therefore ought to be 
ſuppoſed. rather than accuſe an author of «a de- 
fan to deceive his readers,” as you ſeem too 
much diſpoſed to do, and have before done. 
But be the cafe as it may, the cauſe is the ſame t, 
which did not “need ſuch unmanly attempts 
to ſupport it,” after all the author had faid 

efore ; nor could “ the cauſe” be juſtly “ ſuſ- 


fed” from a fi ngle inſtance of ſuch unmaniy 


canducr, in one that undertook to plead it, If fo, 
what muſt be thought of bat cauſe which you have 
taken upon you to defend? 1 have already pointed 
our” many attempts in your letter, at leaſt 
equally “ ynmanly” with this, if what you have 
infinuated could be proved. One occurs in the 
very next paſſage, reſpecting our author's abuſe 
of Dr. Owen. This I have already noticed (p. 41.) 
and therefore I ſhall only refer the reader to what 
is there ſaid. But the cloſe of your Letter, (as if 
you meant to improve upon our author, and upon 
yourſelf) contains ſuch an © unmanly attempt” 
as crowns the whole, and is ſeldom to be exceeded. 
I mean the hiſtory you have given of the Ordina- 


See the Author's own acccount, in his Appendix. 


+ You have told us, that if Athanaſius was an enormous 
ſinner and a murderer, he muſt'be a weak man who conclu- 
ded that therefore the dofrines he held are /a//, 

3 tion 
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tian of the author's ſon at Beaminſeer, - the light it in 


which you have held him up to the world, and 
the ſuppoſition you have formed, and endeavoured 
to propagate, that . paternal affection, (ſtirred. by 
that unhappy. affair) has betrayed the father 
te not only to hold up his Trinitarian brethren | in 
<* an unfayourable and unjuſt light,“ but to ** be- 
© tray the truth, for which he was an advocate i in 
time paſt.” 

Whatever might have been the occaſion of Mr. 
F,'s turning his thoughts, to the ſubject of his 
Candid Reflections (and probably it might be the 
affair you refer to) it muſt be ſaid, and i it! is to his 
honour to fay it, that in this publication. he bad 
kept chat ſubject intirely out of ſight +, ſo that no one 
could have ſuppoſed from the mere reading of his 
performance, that any ſuch affair had happened. 1c 
was therefore, Sir, to ſay the leaſt, « an unmanly 
attempt” in you to bring it before the public. 
But the account you have given of the tranſactioa 


deſerves a much ſeveter epithet. I am atthortzed, 


by the fulleſt evidence, to pronounce your hiſt5ry 
in ſeveral material articles, utterly falſe, . __ 

Mr. R.'s manner of interrogating the rocking 
juſt before the fervice began, is not truly repre- 
fenred, and the carididate's anſwers to his thterro- 
gations were widely different from your account 
of them, and no more implied his diſbelief of 
<<. the real divinity of our great and glorious Re- 
deemer“ than” Mr. Res queſtions implied *bis 


— 
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being a Tritbeiſt . But for a more minute aci 
count of the matter, I muſt refer the reader to 
Mr. Faweett's Appendix; with obſerving, that 
your view of this tranſaction is calculated not only 
<«'to' ſtab the character of a valuable young mi- 
« hiſter,” but of an * elder one alſo.” 


There is no doubt, however, but the account 
now before the public, of this extraordinary affair, 
will turn out to the honour of both, and equally 
to the reproach of the Inquiſitor, and thoſe that 
have eſpouſed his cauſe. Their piety and integrity 
give them no dominion over the faith of their brethren. 
And I cannot forbear faying, on this occaſion, that 
ſuch nice enquiries into the faith of thoſe young men, 
whoſe general character and ſtrain of preaching are 
acceptable to the generality of their brethren, and 
of their pious hearers, are highly diſhonourable to 


ee Were the terms referred to/cripture ones? I hope God 
has declared himſelf in holy ſcripture for the ever bleſſed 

Trinity, in oppoſition - to the Arian hereſy, in terms as 
Krong, plain, and unexceptionable [as any human creeds]. If 
not, I am ſure you are guilty of great preſumption in laying 
this doctrine at the foundation of every miniſter's hope of 
heaven. If he has, why may not a declaration in /cripture- 
terms ſatisfy as to the ſoundneſs of a man's faith? Is it for 
the honour of holy ſcripture, or its author, to inſinuate, by 
infiſting on a declaration in ether terms, that he has not taken 
care to expreſs the faith of his church in terms ſufficiently 
plain, ſtrong, and unexceptionable, but left this to the 
better care of frail and fallible men, and that in points which 

muſt be laid at the foundation of all our future hopes? 
Mr. S. Brown's Letter to Mr. Reynolds, p. 9. 


the 
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the name of proteſtants and diſſenters “; and that 
ſuch young miniſters as modeſtly heſitate about 
expreſſing their aſſent to eſtabliſhed phraſes unex-+ 
explained, by diſcovering their integrity as well as 
the freedom of their enquiry, are entitled to great 
renderneſs, and (other circumſtances being equal) 
deſerve a more favourable opinion than thoſe who 
roundly declare their belief of all the commonly 
received doctrines, and make no exceptions to 
any of the ordinary modes of expreſſion . 


1 ſhall 


It is humbly ſubmitted to the conſideration of Proteſtant 
Diſſenting miniſters, whether inſtead of requiring a Confe/- 
fron of faith from candidates for the miniſtry among them, 
it would not be more agreeable to their principles, and a 
much better method of gaining ſatisfaQtion reſpecting their 
qualifications, to take ſome previous opportunity of hearing 
them pray and preach? Suppoſe, for inſtance, the evening 
before the ordination, or at ſome aſſociation in the neighbour- 
hood. | : 


1 On theſe heads I cannot refrain from quoting the words 
of that able and orthodox divine, Mr. Bennet, to whom 1 
have ſo often referred. Speaking of enquiries into the faith 
of others, he ſays, ** In nothing has diſcipline miſtaken its 
way and work more, than iz erecting the Inquiſitor's office ; 
oppreſſing and racking men's conſciences with little opinions, 
under the character of articles of faith. How buſy are we 
with our enquiries here! ſometimes with an air of imperiouſ- 
neſs demanding what our brethren's faith is,—and if it do 
not anſwer our meaſure, no piety, prudence, parts, or uſe- 
fulneſs, can protect them from our reſentment. Iren. p. 10g. 
And elſewhere, ſpeaking of the evil conſequences of ſuch 
a ſpirit and conduct, he ſays (p. 45) It was here (viz. in 
* the 
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_ I ſhall conclude the whole with ſaying (partly: 
in your own words) © from the moſt matu Judg- 
p ment I can form of your” Letter to Mr. 

appears evident to me, that you have 
<« from the principles ofꝰ genuine chriſtianity, and; 
have not only ſheæwn an inclination to leſſen the 


the councils) the enhappy fubſeribing” trade had its chief 
ſanction, Which henceforth became the great means of prov- 
ing and defending the faith. Here the invidious, unchari- 
table, and indeed ſenſeleſs di ſtinction of orthodox and erro- 
neous was coined, or made current; a diſtinction that di- 
rely tends to ſuppreſs the truth, but has never promoted it, 
except by accident, and has proved a woful engine of pride, 
tyranny and perſecution; has made ſome apoltates, ſome 
hypocrites, and cruſhed a multitude of upright men, ho 
have often found themſelves reduced to this dilemma—tat 
1 they would be crthodex they could not be hongſt, and if they were 
not orthodox they muft Arve.“ I muſt add another extract 
ſhew this judicious writer's opinion of ſome who cannot 
anſwer officious i interrogatories, in preference to ſome others 
that do it without heſitation. And indeed, ſuch has been 
the ſtate of things with us, that 'tis enough al moſt in every 
age to make a man a heretic, to be upright and- inquiſitive. 
This generally raiſes a cla mour againſt him, and expoſes him 7 
to the rude inſalts of an.unthinkivg rout, who have little to | 
recommend them but an ignorant noiſy zeal, and cheir rea- 
dineſs in crying Damnamas after their leaders. Thus things 
have been carried on wich us; good men have often been 
run-down, loaded with anathema's, charged with ſehiſm, | 
hereſy, - &c.. for no other reaſon dut becauſe they were not 
fools, and would not be knaves. And I maſt : confeſs, was N 
I to chuſe which part to take, between heretic and ſchif- 
matic on one fide, and orthodox and catholic. on the other, 
in many of their debates, I would fay, Sir anima mea cunt 
febiſenaticrs & :hereticit. I would caft in my lot with tie 
ſchiſmatics and heretics.” Ibid. p. 71. 
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reputation of our worthy author, in the eſteem 
of profeſſing chriſtians,” who have an high idea of 
his integrity, his piety, and his orthodoxy too, 
but made “ an unmanly attempt” to prevent the 
progreſs of chriſtian candour and moderation in 
the world; and to cheriſh that cenſorious ſpirit, 
which has done more miſchief to the caule of 
Chriſt and of goſpel-truth, than the moſt violent 
attacks of infidelity ever could do. If theſe 
_ © obſervations ſhould be, in any degree, a means 
* to” convince you of your miſtaken © zeal for” 
certain human phraſes as neceſſary to expreſs . the 
© moſt important doctrines of Chriſtianity ;” of 
promoting in you or others more charitable 
thoughts of thoſe who differ from you ; and of 
exciting any to attempt the bleſſed work of 
leſſening, rather than widening the diviſions among 
brethren, my end in writing will be abundantly 
anſwered, | 

- I cannot compliment you, as you do the author, 
by ſaying © I have endeavoured to guard againſt 
* any thing that can offend a gentleman of. your 
* character.” I have ſaid many things which, it 
is moſt probable, will offend you; but none with 
that view, but merely becauſe I thought them juſt. 
and important, If you can prove them to be 
otherwiſe, I can aſſure you that I am open to con- 
viction, and ſhall thankfully acknowledge the ob- 
ligation; In the mean time, I am, Sir, 


Tour faithful friend, and ſervant. 


- 
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ESTES CET?PT. 


F you, or any of your friends, ſhould think 

proper to make a reply to the preceding Let- 
ters, I wiſh you to adhere to the ſubject of the 
debate, and particularly that you would give a 
Plain and diſtinct anſwer to the following queſ- 
tions. 

I. Whether there be not as great a diverſity 
among thoſe who are called Trimtarians, in re- 
lation to the doctrine of the Trinity, as among. 
thoſe called Anti- trinitarians? 

II. Whether there be any one mode of expreſ- 
ſion in the uſe of which the former are all ye ? 
and if ſo, what that is? | | 

III. What are the preciſe ideas which are com- 
mon to them all in the uſe of ſuch a mode of ex- 
preſſion ? 

IV. Wherein conſiſts the preciſe difference be- 
tween thoſe: who are agreed in the uſe. of ſuch a 
mode of expreſſion, and: * who agree; nat te 
adopt it? 

V. What it is that renders ſoch a nee be- 
tween the different parties eſſential and fundamen- 
tal, ſo as to require or Juſtify the ſeparating of- 
communions ? 

VI. What that union of ſentiment is, which 9 
Word of God makes neceſſary, in order to com- 
munion in divine ordinances, and where it is re- 
quired ? 

I do 


POSTSCRIPT. 


I do alſo moſt earneſtly wiſh, that before you 
publiſh your reply, you would read with care the 
following pieces, to which I own myſelf much in- 
debted, for the enlarged ſentiments which I en- 


tertain on the preſent ſubject, and which appear 


to me to ſuperſede all that you have advanced on 
the contrary ſide. 


Bennet's Irenicum. 

Mr. Simon Browne's ſober and charitable Diſ- 
quiſition on the 0 ge of the doctrine of the 
. 

Dr. Watts's Eflay on. the Importance. of human. 
Schemes to explain the doctrine of the Trinity. | 

Letters from Benj. Ben Mordecai, &c. | 

A Short view of the Tenets of the Trinita- 
rians, Afrans, e. 

The importance of truth and the danger af 
moderation, &c. in three conferences between a 
moderate man and an orthodox chriſtian. 

Above all, Dr. Thomas Burnet's Eſſay, OI 
The Scripture-Trinity intelligibly explained : 
anſwer to Waterland, Clarke, and all others; Cake 
Arians, Socinians, &c. 1720.,—an admirable work; 
which, however, is but little known. It is A + 


to be wiſhed that is might be re- printed, and care- 
fully read by all the contending parties. 
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